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MR.  MORRIS:   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  public  hear- 
ing is  declared  open. 

By  authority  ve  sted  in  me  by  Commissioner  Miles 
Mahoney,  I  will  act  as  the  Hearings  Officer  for  this  public  hear- 
ing on  Park  Plaza.   That  authority  has  been  passed  on  to  me  by 
Commissioner  Miles  Mahoney.   I  am  Attorney  Frank  W.  Morris  and  a 
member  of  the  staff. 

For  this  public  hearing  appearing  for  the  Department 
5.ye  the  Commissioner  himself.  Miles  Mahoney,  to  my  right.   To 
his  right,  the  Deputy  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Community 
Affairs,  Mr.  Alexander  Kovel.   And,  to  my  left,  appearing  for 
the  Department,  is  Mr.  Edmund  Mangini,  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Redevelopment,  Department  of  Community  Affairs. 

This  public  hearing  is  being  conducted  by  the  Depart- 
ment under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  121B  of  the  General  Laws  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

Legal  advertisements  were  placed  with  and  printed  in 

The  Boston  Globe,  The  Boston  Herald  -  American,  on  the  dates  of 

December  31,  1972,  January  1  and  January  2  of  1973,  and  I  shall 

read  into  the  public  record  this  Notice  of  Public  Hearing. 

To  all  persons  interested  in  Urban  Renewal 
Project — Park  Plaza — Boston,  Massachusetts. 

The  Department  of  Community  Affairs  has 
received  a  written  request  from  more  than  twenty- 


five  taxable  inhabitants  of  the  City  of  Boston 
pursuant  to  General  Laws  (Ter.Ed.)  Chapter  121B, 
Section  48,  that  this  Department  hold  a  public 
hearing  in  connection  with  the  noted  Park  Plaza 
Project.   This  hearing  will  be  held  in  Room  607A 
in  the  Charles  F.  Hurley  Building,  Government 
Center,  Cambridge  and  Staniford  Streets,  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  at  10:00  A.M.  on  January  15,  1973. 

The  Project  Area  is  bounded  generally  by — 
Arlington  Street — Boylston  Street — Washington 
Street — Essex  Street — Harrison  Avenue — Beach  Street 
— Knapp  Street — Kneeland  Street — Stuart  Street  to 
Arlington  Street. 

Landowners,  residents  and  others  interested 
in  the  noted  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project  may  - 
attend  and  will  be  heard  on  questions  of  approval 
or  disapproval  of  the  proposed  Project  and  the  Plan 
therefor. 

In  order  for  this  Department  to  approve  this 
Plan  and  Project,  it  must  concur  in  the  findings  of 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  acting  as  plan- 
ning board  and  urban  renewal  agency,  that  the  Urban 
Renewal  Plan  is  based  upon,  a  local  survey  and  con- 
forms to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a 
whole. 

Furthermore,  this  Department  must  make  the 
following  findings: 

a.  The  project  area  would  not  by  private 
enterprise  alone  and  without  either  government  sub- 
sidy or  the  exercise  of  governmental  powers  be  made 
available  for  urban  renewal; 

b.  The  proposed  land  uses  and  building 
requirements  in  the  project  area  will  afford  maximum 
opportunity  to  privately  financed  urban  renewal  con- 
sistent with  the  sound  needs  of  the  locality  as  a 
whole; 

c.  The  financial  plan  is  sound; 


d.  The  project  area  is  a  decadent  area, 
or  a  substandard  area,  or  a  blighted  open  area; 

e.  The  urban  renewal  plan  is  sufficiently 
complete,  as  required  by  General  Laws  (Ter.Ed.) 
Chapter  121B,  Section  1;  and, 

f .  The  relocation  plan  has  been  approved 
under  General  Laws  (Ter.Ed.)  Chapter  79A. 

The  Urban  Renewal  Plan  and  all  submissions 
made  to  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  in 
connection  with  the  noted  project,  are  available 
for  public  examination  at  the  office  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  City  Hall,  Boston,  Massa- 
chusetts, during  its  regular  office  hours,  daily, 
excluding  Sundays  and  legal  holidays. 

Department  of  Community  Affairs,  M-jles 
Mahoney,  Commissioner. 


With  regard  to  the  procedure  and  the  rules  relative 
to  the  holding  of  this  hearing,  on  January  8th,  transmitted  to 
the  Honorable  John  F.  X.  Davoren,  Secretary  of  State,  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  there  were  submitted  appropriate  rules  and  regu- 
lations for  the  conduct,  by  the  Department,  of  this  hearing. 
Without  reading  these  rules,  they  will  be  inserted  into  the 
record.   If  there  are  counsel  present  who  v;ish  to  make  any  com- 
ment at  this  time,  or  have  them  read,  we  will  entertain  that 
before  inserting  these  as  an  exhibit  in  the  formal  hearing. 
But,  first,  we  will  mark  for  identification  for  the  record  the 
Notice  of  Public  Hearing  which  has  just  been  read.   Unless  I 


hear  objections,  will  you  please  accept  for  the  record  the 
advertisement  and  proper  notice  of  the  public  hearing,  labeled 
as  Exhibit  1. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  1.) 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE :   Are  questions  in  order  now? 

MR.  MORRIS:   If  you  have  a  question  on  the  notice, 
on  the  matter  of  legal  notice. 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   Right.   I  read  the  papers  very 
thoroughly  and  I  didn't  see  that  notice  at  all.   It  just  so  hap- 
pens I  got  a  notice  of  this  meeting  yesterday  from  the  Park 
Square  Improvement  Association.   It  came  as  a  complete  surprise 
to  me.   '['There  was  this  ad  placed  and  in  what  position  was  it 
buried,  on  page  95  or  something? 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  Hearing  Officer  can  only  respond 
to  your  question  that  The  Boston  Globe  and  the  Boston  Herald- 
American  ran  this  particular  ad  which  was  read  into  the  record 
on  December  31st,  January  1st,  and  January  2nd. 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   Does  that  include  The  Boston 
Globe,  too? 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  said.  The  Boston  Globe  and  Boston 
Herald-American,  two  Boston  newspapers.   That  is  the  source  of 
my  information  and  the  record  so  speaks  for  itself. 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   You  don't  know  just  where  they 


were  published  in  the  paper  itself? 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  can't  give  you  the  exact  page  on  which 
these  advertisements  appeared. 

Any  other  questions  on  the  legal  notice?   If  not, 
Mr.  Mangini,  will  you  hold  that  aside  for  the  record.   Now,  i 
noticed  a  question  on  my  comment  inserting  into  the  record  a 
copy  of  the  letter  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  State  regarding  the 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  the  public  hearing. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY:   My  name  is  Charles  Mahoney  and 
I  am  counsel  for  the  25  taxable  inhabitants  who  petitioned  for 
this  hearing. 

I  have  no  objection,  sir,  to  the  marking  of  those 
rules  and  regulations  into  the  record  of  this  hearing.   if  you 
wish  me  to  wait,  I  rise  for  the  purpose  of  commenting  with  ref- 
erence to  one  provision  of  those  rules. 

MR.  MORRIS:   At  any  appropriate  time.  Counsel,  you 
may  do  this.   This  is  merely  to  expedite  getting  the  hearing 
underway;  and  the  rules  are  actually  already  promulgated  to  the 
Secretary  of  Stete. 

We  will  ]abel  these  as  Exhibit  No.  2. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  2.) 

These  are  the  rules  for  the  conduct  of  the  hearing. 
And  in  the  interest  of  the  people  who  are  here,  very  simply. 


they  call  —  and  I  am  not  reading  them  verbatim  —  for  the 
appropriate  advertising  in  the  newspapers  of  general  circulation, 
which  we  have  just  read,  that  the  public  hearing  shall  be  open 
to  the  public,  which  it  is;  the  public  hearing  shall  be  conducted 
by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Department  or  his  designee,  which  in 
this  case  is  myself,  who  will  act  as  Hearings  Officer,  and  the 
Hearings  Officer  shall  be  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.   All  persons  shall  be  entitled  to  present  their  views 
orally  at  such  public  hearing  after  receiving  leave  of  the 
Hearings  Officer,  which  I  assure  you  you  will.  All  persons 
shall,  at  the  request  of  the  Hearings  Officer,  be  silent. 
Well. . . (laughter) 

If,  after  warnings  from  the  Hearings  Officer,  a  per- 
son persists  in  disorderly  behavior,  said  Hearing  Officer  may. 
order  him  to  withdraw  from  the  hearing. 

And,  any  person  desiring  to  submit  written  presenta- 
tion of  his  views  may  do  so  by  submissions  to  the  Hearing  Offi- 
cer prior  to  or  during  the  hearing  or  within  ten  days  thereafter. 

And,  a  stenographic  record  of  the  proceedings  shall 
be  kept  and  the  Department  shall  require  parties  requesting  a 
copy  of  the  transcript  to  pay  the  reasonable  cost  of  preparing 
said  transcript  before  the  Department  makes  a  transcript  avail- 
able to  the  parties. 
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In  essence,  these  are  the  rules  for  the  conduct  of 
the  hearing,  which  we  are  going  to  submit  for  the  record  and 
label  here  for  identification  as  Exhibit  No.  2. 

Now,  Mr.  Mahoney. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY:   Mr.  Morris,  my  objection  per- 
tains to  item  No.  6  in  the  rules  and  regulations. 

MR.  MORRIS:   VThat  is  your  objection,  sir? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   That  is  the  provision  which  permits 
there  to  be  introduced  into  the  record  of  this  proceeding  writ- 
ten materials  by  any  person  within  ten  days  after  the  close  of 
this  hearing. 

My  objection,  sir,  is  that  such  a  provision  does  not 
afford  an  opportunity  for  interested  parties  to  examine  and  rebut 
material  which  is  submitted  into  this  record  which  may  become  the 
basis  for  a  decision  either  approving  pr  disapproving  the  plan 
as  submitted  by  the  Department;  and  I  respectfully  request  that 
provision  be  made  under  that  heading,  under  item  six,  for  an 
opportunity  for  the  city.  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  for  the 
25  taxable  inhabitants,  and  any  others  who  may  so  wish,  to  see 
such  material  that  is  so  submitted  and  (b)  to  have  an  opportun- 
ity to  rebut  it,  if  necessary,  by  reconvening  of  the  hearing. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Mahoney,  your  point  is  well  taken. 
Any  material  siibmitted  to  the  Department,  to  the  Commissioner  or 
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to  the  Hearings  Officer,  in  accordance  with  Rule  6,  will  be  a 
public  record  and  made  available  for  inspection  at  our  office; 
however,  the  burden  is  upon  the  parties  in  interest  to  seek  that 
information  out,  and  I  am  quite  sure  that  Commissioner  Mahoney 
will  be  glad  to  make  it  available  to  the  parties,  citizens  of 
the  Commonwealth. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   To  zero  in  on  the  particular  example 
that  concerns  us,  if  there  were  materials  submitted  on  the  tenth 
day,  how  is  provision  to  be  made  for  an  opportunity  to  rebut  it? 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  Commissioner,  obviously,  has  the 
discretion,  past  the  point  of  the  receipt  of  material  on  this 
very  important  matter,  in  my  judgment,  to  withhold  his  decision 
until  such  time  as  he  feels  it  is  fair  and  equitable  to  render 
under  these  rules. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Will  such  materials  and  resubmittals 
then  be  able  to  be  at  least  marked  for  identification  as  the 
basis  of  this  hearing? 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  would  say  so;  and,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Hearings  Officer  and  Commissioner,  obviously,  I  think  he 
will  tend  to  make  such  submissions  to  be  made  in  good  faith  a 
part  of  the  record  for  a  review  of  the  entire  matter. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  -Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Now,  we  will  proceed  now  with  regards 
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to  this  hearing.   This  is  a  nonadju3icatory  proceeding,   we  covered 
that  ground  before.   And  I  think  all  counsel  present  will  agree 
with  me,  this  is  not  an  adversary  proceeding;  the  witnesses  are 
not  going  to  be  sworn,  and  we  do  not  intend  to  have  direct  and 
cross-examination  of  witnesses.   However,  our  procedure  will  be, 
very  simply,  as  outlined;  and  I  will  outline  this  at  the  present 
time. 

We  plan  to  hear  the  proponents  first;  we  plan  to  hear 
them  in  presenting  their  cases  as  they  desire  to  present  it. 
Now,  by  'proponents*  I  mean  both  the  B.R.A.,  who  had  submitted 
the  plan  officially,  and  groups  or  parties  who  are  appearing  on 
behalf  of  or  who  favor  the  redevelopment  plan  for  Park  Plaza  as 
submitted  to  the  Department  under  Section  48. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  public's  right  to  know,  that 
will  be  the  spirit  of  this  meeting.   And  by  that,  I  mean  that 
questions  appropriately  directed  to  the  agencies  or  to  the  groups 
who  are  the  proponents  will  be  received  by  the  Chair,  whether 
they  are  in  writing  or  oral  questions,  made  a  part  of  the  record, 
and  we  will  attempt  to  secure  from  the  appropriate  parties  a 
reasonable  reply  to  that  for  the  record  during  the  proceedings 
or  before  the  end  of  the  proceedings.   By  this,  we  do  not  mean 
that  we  v/ant  to  tie  people  up  and  have  them  unreasonably  sitting 
around  here  for  days  to  answer  one  or  two  questions,  but  the 
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spirit  of  it  is  that  the  Commissioner  wants  to  hear  from  every- 
one who  has  a  valid  question  on  this  project  and  he  would  like 
to  get  all  the  information  that  he  can  in  order  to  make  a  sound 
discretionary  judgment,  as  he  will  have  to  make  at  the  end  of  these 
proceedings  or  thereafter  in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  witnesses,  they  will  merely 
be  asked  by  me  to  state  their  name,  their  resi(^ence,  and  their 
occupation  or  designation  with  the  group,  if  they  wish  to  give  it; 
they  will  not  have  to  disclose  any  title  or  whatnot,  if  they  don't 
wish  to,  but  they  may  speak  as  a  citizen. 

The  questions  will  be  directed,  obviously,  through 
the  Chair,  and  we  would  like  to  keep  the  record  clear. 

Now,  the  first  thing  I  would  like  to  do  is  to  get  on 
the  record,  before  I  take  up  most  of  the  hearing  time,  to  have 
the  parties  agree  that  there  was  a  submission  to  the  Department 
in  January  of  1972  of  this  entire  proposal.  Park  Plaza;  there 
was  a  disapproval  of  that  submission  dated  June  the  9th  of  1972; 
there  was  new  material  submitted  on  this  development  to  the 
Department  on  November  the  28th  of  1972.   And  now,  I  would  like 
to  get  into  the  record  a  blanket  statement  covering  all  of  this 
material — public  documents,  letters,  and  other  information  which 
is  the  basis  for  this  public  hearing,  at  this  point.   This  means 
only  that  I  am  trying  to  get  into  the  record  that  there  is  a 
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formal  submission  by  the  B.R.A.,  legally  and  technically,  which 
is  before  the  Department;  that  there  has  been  a  disapproval  by 
the  Department  of  that  material  in  a  letter  dated  June  9th  and 
signed  by  Commissioner  Miles  Mahoney;  that  there  has  been  a 
resubmission  of  additional  material  dated  November  28th,  1972. 

Now,  unless  there  are  objections  to  that,  at  this 
point,  by  either  the  proponents  or  the  opponent's  of  the  plan,  I 
would  like  that  to  go  into  the  record  in  order  to  set  the  stage, 
the  foundation,  for  this  public  hearing.   This  does  not  elimini- 
nate  the  right  of  either  party  to  submit  material  at  this  hear- 
ing relative  to  the  project,  either  for  or  against  the  project. 

Does  anyone  object?   If  not,  for  the  record,  I  am 
reminded  that,  although  you  accepted  my  statement  that  the  hear- 
ing was  being  held  and  was  advertised  on  the  basis  of  a  petition 
from  25  or  more  taxable  inhabitants,  I  would  like  for  the  record 
to  label  as  Exhibit  No.  3  this  letter  to  the  Commissioner  dated 
December  8th  with  attached  signatures  of  the  persons  responsible 
for  the  request  to  the  Department  for  a  public  hearing;  and,  on 
that  ground  alone,  I  would  like  to  enter  this  into  the  record. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  3.) 

Now,  if  there  are  no  further  questions  on  the  pro- 
cedure, on  the  foundation,  or  the  basis  which  I  have  laid  for 
the  hearing,  or  the  rules  of  conduct,  or  the  documents,  at  least. 
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presently  submitted,  then  we  will  entertain  arguments  by  the 
proponents  at  this  point,  or  presentations  on  Park  Plaza. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY:   Mr,  Morris,  I  rise  for  the  pur- 
pose, Mr.  Morris,  of  recording  my  lack  of  assent,  if  you  will,  my 
objection,  to  your  ruling  that  this  is  not  in  the  nature  of  an 
adversary  proceeding.   I  concede  that  it  is  not  an  adjudicatory 
proceeding,  but  I  submit  that,  under  the  rules  and  law  of  this 
Commonwealth  and  in  Rei<3  versus  Charkoudian,  this  indeed  may 
become  an  adversary  proceeding.   I  do  not  so  seek  to  have  it 
declared  at  this  time,  but  I  wish  for  the  record  to  note  that, 
on  behalf  of  the  25  taxable  inhabitants,  they  reserve  their 
right  to  resubmit  that  question  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  that 
is  submitted  in  the  course  of  the  conduct  of  this  hearing. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Mahoney,  you  have  stated  for  your- 
self your  position.   As  a  matter  of  semantics,  I  don't  need  to 
be  cited.   I  read  the  Reed  case.   I  am  merely  stating  it  is  not 
an  adjudicatory  proceeding  under  Chapter  30A.   Obviously,  the 
parties  here  are  at  odds  and^  to  some  extent,  we  will  develop 
that  adversary  approach.   We  take  note  of  that,  if  you  will,  and 
will  not  contest  that  position  and  would  like  the  record  to  be 
clear;  and,  if  we  may  use  that  word  inadvisedly,  we  accept  that 
for  the  present.   We  will  start  the  proceeding,  however,  off  as 
though  it  is  not  an  adjudicatory  proceeding.   Yes? 


16 


FROiM  THE  AUDIENCE:   Mr.  Morris,  may  I  make  this 
recommendation:   That  the  hearings  be  publicized  in  the  newspapers 
for  the  following  two  or  three  days  as  they  are  proceeding, 
because  I  understand  the  proponents  are  going  to  be  heard  today, 
and  maybe  tomorrow,  and  perhaps  the  hearings  will  extend  for 
three  or  four  days,  and  I  think  that  the  people  ought  to  be 
advised  and  be  informed  that  these  hearings  are  going  on  for 
three  or  four  days,  and  that  it  be  so  published  in  the  newspapers. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  appreciate  your  comments.   As  you  can 
see  from  these  glaring  lights,  that  evidently  the  media  is  here, 
and  again,  the  public  has  a  right  to  know,  but  I  think  the  press 
has  an  obligation.   I  see  Mr.  Ilannon  and  I  see  other  compotent 
reporters  here.   I  am  quite  sure  that  there  will  be  sufficient 
coverage  and  notice  that  this  hearing  is  going  on  in  the  City  of 
Boston.   If  you  have  some  additional  recommendations,  I  am  quite 
sure  that  the  Commissioner  would  entertain  them;  but,  at  the 
present,  we  feel  legally  we  have  done  all  that  we  should  do 
towards  that  end  and  that  we  should  remain  impartial  to  that 
extent  of  publicizing  the  hearings. 

Anything  further?   Any  other  questions?   If  not,  we 
will  entertain  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  first,  or 
whoever  wishes  to  speak  at  this  time  as  being  in  favor  of  Park 
Plaza  Project  as  it  is  commonly  known.  ... 
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MR.  ROBERT  T.  KENNEY:   I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
qualify  for  that  position. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right,  Mr.  Kenney. 
ROBERT  T.  KENNEY 
Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is.  Robert  T.  Kenney;  I  live  in 
Quincy,  Mass.;  I  am  Director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Author- 
ity. 

Before  I  begin  my  testimony,  I  want  to  express  the 
B.R.A. 's  appreciation  for  the  advice  and  the  assistance  and  the 
counsel  which  the  Department,  in  its  Bureau  of  Relocation,  has 
provided  us  with  during  these  lengthy  discussions  on  Park  Plaza. 
I  think  it  has  been  most  helpful  and  we  have  appreciated  the 
assistance. 

With  this  round  of  hearings,  we  are  entering  into 
the  third  year  of  public  discussion  on  Park  Plaza.   While  the 
B.R.A.  welcomes  the  continued  public  scrutiny  of  all  of  its 
projects,  v;e  do  feel  that  this  project,  so  vital  to  the  economic 
future  of  Boston,  has  been  delayed  too  long.   Yet,  there  is  some 
irony,  in  that  the  economic  and  social  changes  of  the  past  three 
years,  not  to  mention  the  continued  deterioration  of  the  project 
area  itself,  have  made  all  the  original  arguments  for  Park  Plaza 
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that  much  more  compelling. 

For  instance,  from  its  inception,  the  Park  Plaza  plan, 
because  it  is  to  be  financed  completely  by  private  funds,  was  seen, 
as  a  response  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  the  lack  of  federal 
funds,  available  for  downtown  renewal. 

^-That  has  happened  in  the  past  three  years  has  been  a 
dramatic  shift  in  the  emphasis  and  priorities  on  the  part  of  the 
federal  government  to  the  extent  that  virtually  no  federal  funds 
are  available  at  this  point  for  downtown  renewal  and  redevelopment. 
Thus,  Park  Plaza,  more  than  ever,  represents  this  city's  hope  for 
the  continued  revitalization  of  its  downtown  core. 

In  a  sense.  Park  Plaza  might  even  provide  hope  for 
other  cities  faced  with  similar  lack  of  federal  funds.   As  for 
Boston,  we  have  been  most  fortunate  that  development  activity  in 
the  past  three  years  has  continued  unabated;  even  though  the 
best  of  confidence  in  the  city  has  been  seriously  undermined  by 
delays  on  Park  Plaza,  you  must  approve  the  plan  to  restore  this 
voice  of  confidence,  the  sine  qua  non  for  future  redevelopment 
in  the  city. 

The  Prudential  Center  and  the  Government  Center 
developments  of  the  early  sixties  provided  much  of  the  impetus 
for  recent  development  activity.   At  present,  the  focus  on. this 
activity  is  moving  towards  the  waterfront  and  the  South  Station 
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areas.   We  are  convinced,  however,  that  the  approval  of  Park 
Plaza  would  usher  in  an  era  of  economic  expansion  and  growth 
unparalleled  in  the  history  of  this  city.   With  development 
activity  beginning  on  Park  Plaza,  Boston  will  be  moving  closer 
to  completing  one  of  the  most  far-reaching  and  imaginative  pro- 
grams of  urban  renewal  in  the  history  of  this  country. 

This  city,  from  Prudential  through  the  Back  Bay  and 
into  the  business  district  and  down  to  the  waterfront,  will  have 
virtually  been  redeveloped  in  the  time  span  of  only  ten  to  twenty 
years.   We  know  that  the  redevelopment  program  to  date  has  helped 
Boston  to  stem  the  losses  of  jobs,  housing,  and  population  it 
experienced  during  the  past  decade.   Park  Plaza  and  the  decade 
of  development  ahead  can  help  bring  the  city  beyond  a  period  of 
stabilization  to  an  era  of  dynaraic  growth.   It  is  no  wonder, 
then,  that  this  project  has  received  the  enthusiastic  endorse- 
ment of  business,  labor,  private  citizens,  and  virtually  all  of 
the  media  in  the  city.   Today,  representatives  of  these  groups 
will  appear  once  again  to  express  their  support  for  the  project; 
each  of  them  will  address  themselves  to  the  project  from  their 
own  perspective,  but,  however,  vary  their  reasons  for  support, 
maybe.   All  of  them  are  speaking  of  their  concern  for  the  future 
of  the  city. 

I  would  ask  that  you  consider  this  broad-base 
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support  and  not  to  be  distracted  by  the  strident  outcries  of  a 
vocal  minority  who  are  attempting  to  thwart  this  project.   It  is 
in  this  context  that  I  come  before  you  in  the  public  support  of 
a  plan  and  improved  redevelopment  program  which  does  not  rely 
on  the  traditional  tool — federal  funds.   It  does  not  in  the 
least  abandon  or  compromise  our  goal  for  completing  the  program 
and  completing  the  revitalization  of  Boston.   Although  the  speci- 
fic project  benefits  and  objectives  are  by  now  familiar,  I  would 
like  to  briefly  repeat  them. 

It  will  produce  1600  apartment  units  in  the  first 
stage  alone,  which  will  bring  back  into  the  city  residents  of 
middle  and  higher  income,  who  are  necessary  for  a  healthy  bal- 
ance and  for  the  continued  revitalization  of  the  city;  it  will 
produce  a  major  new  800  to  1,000  room  convention  hotel,  which 
will  expand  our  ability  to  attract  conventions  —  and  it  is 
important  to  point  out  the  convention  industry  is  our  second 
largest  industry  in  this  city;  it  will  provide  new  office  space 
of  1,000,000  square  feet,  new  retail  space  of  a  half-million 
square  feet,  to  be  filled  by  at  least  one  major  new  department 
store.   This  will  strengthen  our  ability  to  compete  with  the 
suburbs  and  to  provide  a  link  between  our  two  major  retailing 
areas,  namely,  the  Back  Bay  aid  downtown. 

It  will  also  provide  covered  parking  to  replace 
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outmoded  and  open  surface  lots,  outmoded  garage  facilities,  ard 
the  plan  will  also  provide  improved  street  pattern,  new  utilities 
replacing  chaotic  and  confusing  and  long  overdue  outmoded  util- 
ity systems  underground. 

It  is  also  important  to  point  out  the  direct  economic 
benefits,  which  are  equally  dramatic  in  this  proposal.   It  will 
produce  an  eventual  half  billion  dollars  of  investment  in  the 
city;  it  will  produce  hundreds  of  construction  jobs,  thousands 
of  jobs  in  growth  industries  and  service  industries,  when  the 
project  is  completed;  and,  it  will  produce  over  two  and  a  half 
times  the  tax  revenue  that  we  are  now  receiving  from  that  area. 

I  think,  in  discussing  the  plan,  it  is  also  irr.port- 
ant  to  point  out  our  design  and  planning  objectives  that  were 
used  by  our  planning  staff  in  creating  the  development  kit  and 
creating  the  development  plan  itself.  ' 

No.  1,  there  will  be  an  enclosed  pedestrian  walkway, 
a  new  link  between  the  Back  Bay  and  downtown. 

No.  2,  there  will  be  a  continuation  of  the  high 
spine  concept  of  intovm  development,  which  keeps  the  high  rise 
construction  out  of  the  Back  Bay,  Bay  Village,  and  Beacon  Hill. 

No.  3,  there  is  a  sensitivity  to  the  surrounding 
environment  which  we  hope  would  most  certainly  —  and  we  expect 
and  I 'm  certain  it  will  over  a  period  of  time  —  enhance  the 
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surrounding  environment. 

And,  No.  A,    there  will  be  a  replacement  of  low-grade 
uses  and  spreading  blight,  controlling  the  spread  of  blight, 
rather,  with  desirable,  high-quality  intown  mixed  uses. 

I  do  not  need,  however,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  dwell  on 
the  merits  of  Park  Plaza.   The  project  has  been  several  years  in 
planning  and  discussion  in  the  city  in  general;  it  has  been  con- 
sidered and  approved  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Board, 
the  City  Council.   It  is  also  very  important  to  point  out  the 
Department  of  Community  Affairs  itself,  in  its  rejection  letter, 
stated  —  and  I  quote  —  The  Department  is  entirely  sympathetic 
with  the  purposes  of  such  a  project.   The  social  and  financial 
benefits  it  could  derive  to  the  city  and  its  citizens  from  such 
an  effort  are  enormous. 

I  will,  instead,  today,  focus  on  the  required  find- 
ings under  Chapter  121B  of  the  General  Laws-th  e  Department 
must  and  should  make  to  approve  the  project,  particularly  on  the 
additional  supporting  data  and  arguments  which  are  part  of  our 
resubmission,  sufficient,  we  think,  to  allow  you  to  approve  the 
project. 

In  this  regard,  I  want  to  add  we  took  you  up  on  your 
offer  of  a  full  support  and  assistance  in  our  efforts  to  develop 
a  satisfactory  resubmission.   This  cooperation  of  our  two  staffs 
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during  the  past  months  is  an  example  of  how  public  agencies 
should  operate  in  their  common  goal  of  serving  the  public. 

In  June,  you  did  find  that  the  project  area  would 
not,  by  private  enterprise  alone  and  without  either  government 
subsidy  or  the  exercise  of  governmental  powers,  be  made  avail- 
able for  urban  renewal  and  that  the  proposed  land  use  and  build- 
ing requirements  in  the  project  area  will  afford  maximum  oppor- 
tunity to  privately  financed  urban  renewal.   End  quote. 

This  finding,  even  though  it  has  already  been  made, 
I  think,  warrants  emphasis.   They  confirm  the  need  for  govern- 
mental assistance  in  achieving  renewal  in  this  area.   The  pres- 
ent proposal  is,  in  every  sense,  privately  financed  urban  renewal 
and  is  dramatic  proof  of  the  innovative  ways  that  government, 
here,  the  city  and  the  state,  can  assist  and  promote  even  where 
subsidies  are  no  longer  available. 

As  to  the  other  necessary  findings  required  by  law, 
we  believe  that  you  can  now  make  them  and  approve  the  plan.  We 
strongly  urge  you  to  do  so. 

As  to  the  next  finding,  that  the  plan  meets  the 
soundness  of  the  locality  as  a  whole,  as  requested  by  you  the 
Authority  has  caused  an  environmental  impact  statement  to  be 
prepared.   This  is  included  in  our  resubmission  and  it  describes 
the  environmental  impact  and  demonstrates  these  impacts  are  not 
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significant  and,  also,  that  feasible  measures  have  been  and  are 
being  taken  and  will  continue  to  be  taken  to  void  and  minimize 
any  environmental  impact.   It  should  be  appreciated  that  this 
study  does  not  end  our  interest  in  this  scrutiny  of  the  possible 
environmental  impact,  particularly  on  the  Common  and  the  Garden. 

We  agree  that  there  must  be  an  intensive  and  continu- 
ing effort  to  minimize  the  environmental  impact.   V7e  have,  for 
example,  obtained  an  added  commitment  from  the  developer  of 
stage  one  to  prepare  and  submit  for  our  review  a  building  mass 
use  and  location  study,  even  before  the  usual  design  development 
and  the  design  review  process  begins.   In  that  study  period,  the 
wind  consultants,  independent  enviroiunental  consultants,  devel- 
opers, and  architects,  and  our  design  staff  will  work  together 
to  achieve  the  best  possible  design  with  the  minimum  of  adverse 
effect  on  the  environment.   The  results  of  this  study  are  pre- 
conditioned of  all  further  development  and  will  be  an  important 
basis  for  determining  the  ultimate  positioning,  location,  and 
major  design  concepts  of  the  area. 

From  the  conception  of  Park  Plaza,  the  soundness  of 
both  Boston  as  a  whole  and  in  relation  to  the  neighboring  areas 
have  directed  our  project  planning.   I  offer  some  examples. 

Economically,  we  sought  the  most  viable  proposals 
that  would  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  city  as  a  whole,  intown 
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in  particular.   The  designated  developer  for  stage  one,  Boston 
Urban  Associates,  submitted  a  proposal  which  contains  the  kinds 
of  mixed  use  high-grade  development  that  our  extensive  research 
and  planning  concluded  would  be  most  beneficial.   The  impact 
study  details  the  city's  development  strategy  and  shows  how  Park 
Plaza  will  continue  the  goal  of  sound  growth. 

Socially,  we  sought  proposals  that  would  both  reverse 
the  negative  trends  in  the  area  and,  at  the  same  time,  bring  in 
people,  bring  in  jobs,  and  produce  amenities  that  are  necessary 
for  the  city  to  prosper. 

Although  stage  one  of  the  project  is  substantially 
oriented  to  coinnercial  uses  and  residents  of  middle  and  high 
income,  this  does  not  mean  at  all  that  we  are  negligent  in  our 
responsibilities  to  improve  the  social  and  economic  lot  of  all 
our  citizens.   On  the  contrary,  our  major  renewal  efforts  have 
been  in  the  neighborhoods  where  we  have  planned  and  provided  the 
means  for  thousands  of  new  and  rehabilitated  housing  units  for 
low  and  moderate  income  and  for  the  disadvantaged  and  elderly 
citizens.   We  intend  to  continue  that  effort  and,  quite  frankly, 
in  the  neighboring  areas  there  are  approximately  3200  units  of 
low  and  moderate  income  units  planned  or  under  construction; 
there  are  in  excess  of  500  units  that  are  open,  recently,  for 
occupancy  in  the  general  area.   We  think  this  certainly  speaks 
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to  our  commitment  to  providing  the  resources  in  housing  for  all 
the  inhabitants  of  this  city,  whatever  the  income  level  may  be. 

Our  responsibility,  however,  is  to  plan  and  redevelop 
the  city  as  a  whole  for  the  necessary  balance  of  income,  social 
mix  that  will  keep  the  city  healthy.   It  is  in  this  context  that 
Park  Plaza  must  be  considered  when  referring  to  the  soundness  of 
the  community  as  a  whole. 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  project  in  the 
neighboring  areas  has  always  been  figured  prominently  in  our 
planning  and  in  our  evaluation  of  proposals.   The  land  use  build- 
ing requirements  in  the  urban  renewal  plan  limits  the  heights  of 
structure  fronting  on  Boston  Common  and  the  Public  Garden,  and 
the  two  proposed  towers  along  Boylston  Street  are  specifically 
limited  as  to  floor  size. 

The  urban  renewal  plan's  objectives  include  integrat- 
ing as  to  scale  and  activity  the  new  development  with  the  sur- 
rounding areas.   The  plan  controls,  together  with  the  added  ele- 
ments of  an  independent  environmental  report  and  cooperative  and 
comprehensive  building  study  period,  are  more  than  adequate 
safeguards;  however,  we  have  also  taken  additional  steps.   I  have 
invited  participation  by  representatives  of  abutting  neighbor- 
hoods into  forming  a  Community  Advisory  Council  which  will 
review  all  the  plans.   We  will  also  provide  for  special  outside 
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design  advisory  committee  made  up  of  three  prominent  local 
architects,  for  the  constant  and  continuing  consideration  of  the 
plan  and  its  effect  on  the  environment. 

Concerning  your  findings  about  the  soundness  of  the 
financial  plan,  we  do  have  a  sound  financial  plan  for  both  stage 
one  and  for  stage  two.   The  financial  plan  is  quite  simple.   It 
will  be  privately  financed.   No  acquisition,  relocation,  or 
clearance  activities  will  proceed  unless  and  until  the  Authority 
is  satisfied  that  those  funds  are  available.  We  have  insured, 
I  think,  in  this  one  clause,  that  we  will  not  have  a  repeat  of 
the  likes  of  the  west  End  Project,  where  we  have  seen  vacant 
land  lying  idle  for  ten  or  twalve  years.   There  will  be  no 
acquisition,  there  will  be  no  demolition,  there  will  be  no  relo- 
cation until  we  are  convinced  and  until  the  funds  are  available 
for  the  project  to  go  ahead. 

Furthermore,  the  urban  renewal  plan  provides  that, 
when  a  specific  developer  has  been  designated  for  parcels  D  and 
E,  we  will  go  back  to  the  City  Council  and  to  you  for  approval 
of  the  specific  financial  plan  and  the  specific  relocation  plan. 
Our  supporting  material  provides  additional  financial  informa- 
tion for  determining  that  the  plan  is  sound. 

The  document  entitled  FINANCIAL  DATA  FOR  STAGE  2  - 
REDEVELOPMENT  PARCELS  D  AND  E  includes  land  assembly  estimates,  . 
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the  form  that  the  Authority  contemplates  the  development  will 
take  place,  and  a  timetable  for  redevelopment  which  is  consist- 
ent with  our  urban  renewal  plan. 

Further,  the  developer,  Boston  Urban  Associates,  has 
submitted  to  us  a  letter  concerning  parcels  D  and  E,  in  which 
the  developer  agrees.  No.  1,  to  submit  a  proposal  for  redevelop- 
ment of  parcel  D  to  the  Authority  within  three  years  of  project 
approval;  No.  2,  to  increase  its  security  deposit  to  $2,000,000 
at  the  time  the  construction  begins  on  the  final  portion  of 
parcel  C,  if  it  has  been  designated  developer  of  parcel  D;  and. 
No.  3,  it  has  offered  its  professional  service  to  any  nonprofit 
sponsor  or  community  group  representing  the  communities  or  other 
citizens  selected  by  us  to  redevelop  parcel  E. 

As  to  parcels  A,  B,  and  C,  I  want  to  emphasize, 
first,  that  the  proposed  development  is  not  dependent  on  any 
prior  tax  understanding.   The  provision  of  the  original  letter 
of  intent,  which  may  have  been  a  bit  ambiguous,  has  been  deleted, 
The  city  will  treat  Boston  Urban  Associates  and  the  Park  Plaza 
Plan  as  any  other  taxpayer,  as  any  other  new  development  in  the 
city. 

V/hen  we  advertised  widely  for  developer  interest, 
five  substantial  development  firms  submitted  proposals.   The 
Authority,  after  careful  review,  concluded  that  Boston  Urban 's 


29 


proposal  was  the  strongest  in  meeting  our  criteria  and  in  terms 
of  financial  soundness. 

Those  not  familiar  with  real  estate  development  have 
underestimated  the  significance  of  the  recently  updated  letters 
of  financial  interest  from  major  lending  institutions.   These 
letters  are  the  usual  form  of  expressing  serious  lending  inter- 
est at  a  preliminary  stage;  and  they  carry  very^  considerable 
weight  in  the  financial  community.   To  expect  more  —  to  expect 
more  detailed  letters  —  is  unrealistic.   Even  the  federal 
government's  own  preliminary  letters  of  financial  interest  in  a 
typical  subsidized  urban  renewal  project  are  not  at  all  uncon- 
ditional. 

The  original  submission  to  the  Department  did  not 
include  a  detailed  land  assembly  cost  breakdown.   This  has  been 
remedied  by  submitting  this  information  on  the  Department's  own 
forms  together  with  the  appraiser's  statement. 

Some  previous  confusion  over  the  use  of  a  bond  issue 
as  a  financing  vehicle  has  been  limited  by  our  submission  of  two 
legal  opinions  which  discuss  whether  the  Authority  may  issue 
bonds  and  whether  the  bonds',  the  proceeds  of  which  would  be 
utilized  to  finance  only  housing  units,  ancillary  uses  would  be 
tax  exempt. 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind,  however,  that  the 
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soundness  of  financing  of  this  project  is  increased  by  the  abil- 
ity to  issue  bonds  but  is  not  dependent  upon  it.   Boston  Urban 
is  prepared  to  secure  conventional  mortgage  financing,  but  we 
have  agreed  to  cooperate  in  utilizing  bonding  as  an  additional 
source  of  funds. 

Indeed,  most  of  the  letters  of  financing  interest 
are  from  conventional  construction  loan  and  mortgage  lenders. 

Concerning  the  required  finding  that  the  project 
area  is  decadent,  substandard,  or  an  open  blighted  area,  the 
resubmission  before  you  demonstrates  conclusively  that  the  pro- 
ject area  is  a  decadent  and  substandard  area.   We  do  not  think 
that  legally  a  particular  numerical  or  percentage  test  has  to 
be  made  to  show  decadence  or  blight,  since  the  project  area  is 
neither  federally  or  state  aided. 

The  Authority's  determination  of  decadence  was  based 
on  meeting  the  Legislature 's  broad  definition  of  a  decadent  area, 
as  defined  in  Chapter  121B.   The  Courts  have  consistently  upheld 
the  pov;er  of  local  agencies  to  make  such  a  determination;  how- 
ever, we  have  reorganized  and  expanded  our  supporting  data  in 
conformity  with  the  Department's  approach  for  state  aided  pro- 
jects, even  though  no  state  aid  is  requested  for  Park  Plaza. 

The  methodology  employed  in  our  determination  is 
contained  in  the  introduction  to  building  conditions  reports. 
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This  explains  not  only  the  methodology  in  carrying  out  our  sur- 
veys but  also  tabulates  the  results  and  contains  the  guidelines 
and  employed  and  described  the  contents  of  the  report  itself. 
The  Authority  has  v;orked  closely  with  the  Department  in  this  area. 
Where  there  appears  to  be  confusion  over  past  survey  results,  the 
Authority  discussions  with  the  staff  supplemented  the  surveys  of 
1964  and  1970  with  the  re-survey  in  1972  of  seven  billion.   Field 
work  on  this  survey  was  carried  out  by  the  same  engineering  firm 
that  conducted  the  surveys  in  1964,  namely,  Charles  T.  Main. 

It  is  important  to  note  the  building  report  contains 
the  completed  form  on  each  building  survey,  in  1964,  1970,  and 
1972,  which  was  found  either  to  be  deficient  or  structurally 
substandard.   VThether  the  project  area  meets  the  Department's 
test  to  qualify  as  a  redevelopment  area,  if  this  were  a  state- 
aided  project,  I  repeat,  again,  with  Confidence  that  it  does. 
Your  regulations  provide  that  at  least  twenty  percent  of  the 
buildings  in  all  parts  of  the  project  area  must  be  substandard 
to  a  degree  warranting  clearance  and  an  additional  number  to 
bring  the  total  over  fifty  percent  must  contain  blighting 
influence.   The  results  of  various  surveys  conducted  in  1964, 
1970,  and  1972  show  that  the  project  area  qualifies. 

The  Authority  found  that  the  project  area  as  a  whole 
in  each  of  its  tv;o  major  subdivisions,  that  is,  parcels  A,  B, 
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and  C,  and  parcels  D  and  E,  was  a  decadent  area.   We  ask  you  to 
make  the  same  finding. 

Concerning  your  necessary  finding  that  the  urban 
renewal  plan  is  sufficiently  complete,  the  resubmission  before 
you  contains  an  urban  renewal  plan  that  is  as  complete  as 
required  by  Section  1  of  Chapter  121B;  the  plan  indicates  with 
particularity  each  of  the  required  elements  and.,  delineates  the 
boundaries  of  the  area.   It  sets  forth  specifically  what  parcels 
are  to  be  acquired,  where  demolition  is  to  take  place,  where 
private  redevelopment  and  general  public  improvements  are  to  be 
built;  it  includes  the  zoning  and  planning  changes;  it  includes 
proposed  land  uses;  maximum  densities  and  building  requirements 
are  also  set  forth  in  the  customary  manner  and  with  the  custom- 
ary detail.   All  the  matters  required  by  the  statute  to  be 
incorporated  in  an  urban  renewal  plan  are  covered. 

The  possibility  that  parcels  D  and  E  may  be  removed 
from  the  project  area,  if  a  redeveloper  is  not  designated  in 
three  years,  does  not  violate  any  of  the  statutory  requirements. 
To  the  extent  that  an  uncertainty  of  the  future  of  these  parcels 
exists,  that  period  of  uncertainty  is  limited  to  three  years 
from  the  date  of  adoption  of  the  plan. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that,  in  many  other 
urban  renewal  projects,  the  future  use  of  areas  and  proposed 
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redevelopments  to  be  covered  by  a  plan  is  uncertain  for  many, 
many  years. 

With  respect  to  the  relocation  plan,  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  this  is  being  separately  considered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Relpcation;  nevertheless,  I  will  comment  on  it  briefly. 
As  you  are  aware,  the  Bureau's  relocation  regulations,  although 
promulgated  on  December  30,  1971,  were  not  available  to  the 
Authority  until  well  after  the  urban  renewal  plan  was  originally 
submitted  to  the  Department.  We,  therefore,  prepared  a  reloca- 
tion plan  in  the  form  that  the  Bureau  proposed,  duly  notified 
site  occupants  of  submitting  the  relocation  plan,  and  then  sub- 
mitted the  plan  to  the  Bureau  in  May,  1972.   The  Bureau  indica- 
ted that  it  could  not  approve  the  plan  at  that  time  and  raised 
questions  as  to  stage  two  and  requested  certain  changes  in  our 
program  to  protect  its  places  and,  als'o,  requested  further 
information. 

We  made  the  changes  requested  and  supplied  the 
additional  information. 

As  to  stage  two  —  and  let  me  repeat  once  more  — 
we  have  made  it  clear  that  no  acquisition,  relocation,  can  occur 
until  we  have  received  additional  approval  from  your  Department 
and  from  the  City  Council.   Let  me  again  call  your  attention  to 
the  document  entitled  FINANCIAL  AND  RELOCATION  DATA  FOR  STAGE  2. 
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We  believe,  therefore,  with  that  document,  that  the 
Bureau  can  approve  the  relocation  plan.   I  am  pleased  to  be  able 
to  say  that  the  Bureau's  staff  has  been  most  helpful  in  explain- 
ing the  additional  clarifying  and  supporting  information  they 
desire. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  relocation  process  plan  is  on- 
going communication  between  our  relocation  staff  and  the  Bureau, 
and  we  welcome  and  respect  the  Bureau's  continued  attention  to 
our  proper  completion  of  the  relocation  task.   Additionally,  I 
also  want  to  point  out  there  are  certain  requested  provisions 
pertaining  to  relocation  in  the  letter  of  intent.   Most  import- 
antly, the  developer's  deposit  '..'as  increased  and  made  available 
for  hardship  acquisition  and  relocations.   The  determination  of 
whether  a  hardship  acquisition  should  occur  is  solely  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Redevelopment  Authority  and  relocation  has  to 
be  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  Bureau's  plans. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  state,  both  with  justifica- 
tion and  with  pride,  that  Boston  is  winning  the  battle  against 
the  cancer  of  deteriorating  urban  core  which  has  afflicted  so 
many  other  major  American  cities  in  this  country.   The  Park 
Plaza  plan  is  presently  a  key  site,  but  the  proposed  project 
v;ith  its  farsighted  conception  of  private  urban  renewal  provides 
the  means  to  remake  the  area  v;ith  a  very  strong  link  of  our 
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revitalized  urban  core. 

I  ask  you  only  to  look  at  the  existing  conditions  in 
the  project  area.   Consider  that  no  rebuilding  has  taken  place 
since  1930  and  that  the  vacant  lots  in  Park  Square  have  stood 
empty  for  over  a  decade.   Be  cognizant  of  the  public  and  private 
renewal  that  is  going  on  in  the  adjacent  South  Cove  area. 

I  ask  you  to  consider  our  improved  resubmission, 
which  demonstrates  that  we  have  done  the  planning,  we  have  done 
the  research,  we  have  done  the  v/ork,  and  that  we  have  the  means 
and  have  built  in  the  safeguards  to  produce  a  development  worthy 
in  the  place  of  Boston's  rejuvenation.   I  implore  you  to  approve 
as  soon  as  possible  our  resubmission.   Public  discussion  is  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  Boston  tradition,  but  so  is  timely 
action.   We  have  lost  too  much  time  already;  we  must  get  on  with 
this  project  which  in  so  many  ways — jobs,  taxes,  housing — is 
essential  to  our  future  vitality  and  health.   Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Kenney.   Do  you  have  an 
additional  witness  with  you? 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  have  some  additional  points. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Are  you  going  to  handle  the  adaptation 
for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority? 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  have  some  letters.   No.  1,  I  have  one 
from  the  developer  which  I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record 
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and  I  have  some  additional  letters  from  proponents  that  were 
unable  to  make  it  here  today.   There  are  proponents  here.   I  also 
understand  that  some  of  the  proponents  that  wanted  to  come  today 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  make  it  until  Thursday,  and  I  would 
hope  that,  on  Thursday,  they  would  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
speak  in  f avor  cf  the  project. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  wish  to  make  these  presentations 
for  the  record  yourself,  or  are  you  going  to  delegate  someone 
else? 

MR.  KENNEY:  Yes,  I  would  like  to  read  several  of 
these  letters.   It  won't  take  long,  but  I  think  it  is  appropri- 
ate they  should  be  read  into  the  reccrd. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  have  any  other  staff  presenta- 
tion to  make  for  the  B.R.A.,  other  than  these  outside  interests? 

MR.  KENNEY:   No,  there  is  no  other  staff  presenta- 
tion to  make . 

MR.  MORRIS:   Then  we  v;ill  consider  your  statement 
for  the  record  just  made  as  the  basic  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority ' s  statement  on  this  matter. 

MR.  KENNEY:   In  addition,  of  course,  to  the  addi- 
tional information  we  put  in  the  resubmission. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  understand.   It  is  already  in  the 
record.   All  right;  proceed,  then.   It  might  save  time,  if  you 
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have  a  series  of  letters,  if  you  would  give  us  some  idea  of  what 
these  are.   I  would  like  to  see  them. 

MR.  KENNEY:   They  are  really  quite  brief.   This  is  a 
letter  from  the  developer  indicating  continued  concern  with  the 
project,  his  continued  commitment,  and  his  continued  support. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Is  it  your  desire  to  read  this  or  have 
it  merely  inserted  in  the  record? 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  to  read 
it  at  this  point,  but  I  will  abide  by  your  decision. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  have  the  time,  if  you  feel  it  is 
important . 

MR.  KEl^H^EY:    I  think  all  of  these  letters  will  take 
about  less  than  five  minutes,  probably  no  more  than  three. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Then,  I  think,  on  that  basis,  we  will 
proceed;  and  rather  than  label  these  as  exhibits,  your  testimony 
will  continue  as  reading  for  the  persons  you  purport  to  represent, 

MR.  KENNEY:   This  first  letter  is  a  letter  from 

Boston  urban  Associates  addressed  to  Commissioner  Mahoney. 

Boston  Urban  Associates  urges  you  to  approve 
the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan  speedily. 

Nearly  two  years  ago  our  firm  was  first  selec- 
ted by  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  from  among 
several  other  competing  developers  to  undertake  the 
redevelopment  of  the  first  stage  of  this  important 
Project.   We  have  been  ready,  willing  and  able,  and 
continue  to  be  ready,  willing  and  able,  to  undertake 
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the  development  for  Parcelg  1,  2,  and  3  of  the 
Project  Area.   We  have  also  agreed  to  submit  a 
development  proposal  for  Parcel  4  and,  if  reques- 
ted, to  furnish  our  professional  services  to  any 
non-!-profit  sponsor  representing  the  Chinese  com- 
munity or  other  citizens'  groups  selected  by  the 
Authority  to  redevelop  Parcel  5. 

To  this  end  we  have  recently  updated  our 
commitments  and  executed  an  updated  letter  of 
intent  with  the  Authority  which  increases  our 
security  deposits  beyond  those  which  we  originally 
agreed  to  make  and  which  makes  other  amendments  to 
satisfy  concerns  of  your  Department. 

With  your  approval  of  the  Plan,  the  Authority 
will  be  in  a  position  to  attack  and  overcome 
blighted  conditions  in  a  core  area  of  downtown 
Boston,   with  respect  to  the  major  portions  of  the 
area  covered  by  Boston  Urban 's  commitment  this 
redevelopment  will  be  accomplished  with  private 
funds  and  a  minimum  of  City  assistance  —  not  with 
huge  Federal,  State  arrJ  City  granLs  at  taxpayers' 
expense  which  have  financed  the  urban  renev;al  pro- 
jects of  the  past. 

Boston  Urban  Associates  has  the  financial 
strength  to  provide  the  eauity  investment  for  our 
undertaking,  and  we  have  the  confidence  of  lending 
and  financial  institutions  who  are  prepared  to 
furnish  additional  construction  and  permanent  fin- 
ancing.  These  institutions,  which  are  among  the 
financial  leaders  in  this  country,  have  stated  and 
restated  their  enthusiastic  interest  in  the  strong- 
est terms  possible  for  such  institutions  at  this 
stage  of  the  proposed  development.   There  is  no 
reason  to  believe  that  this  interest  in  the  Project 
and  confidence  in  our  undertaking,  expressed  in 
writing  by  senior  executives  of  these  financial 
institutions,  will  not  be  translated  into  actual 
dollars  as  and  when  the  Project  proceeds.   The 
soundness  of  the  Authority's  financial  plan  is 
buttressed  by  the  provisions  of  our  letter  of  intent 
which  require  that  the  Authority  be  satisfied  as  to 
the  availability  of  funds  before  it  is  obligated  to 
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proceed  with  land  acquisition  in  the  first  stage 
of  tha  Project  and  by  the  provisions  contained 
in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  which  require  that  both 
the  City  and  State  be  satisfied  before  Stage  II 
proceeds. 

Boston  Urban  Associates  has  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  mindful  of  the  relationship  between 
our  development  and  the  surrounding  areas.   The 
Public  Garden,  Boston  Comirion  and  the  adjoining  areas 
will  be  our  neighbors.   We  have  supported  the  action 
of  the  Authority  in  obtaining  an  environmental  impact 
study  and  in  continuing  to  concern  itself  in  this 
resp2ct.   The  first  step  in  our  planning  and  design 
process  calls  for  a  building  mass,  use  and  location 
study.   Impact  on  surrounding  areas  will  be  taken 
into  account  from  the  very  beginning.   X^fe  have  also 
committed  to  spend  up  to  a  total  of  $250,000  for 
Public  Garden  and  Boston  Common  improvements.   We  do 
not  intend  that  our  envelopment  will  at  the  same  time 
destroy  or  damage  these  valuable  assets  of  our  city. 
While  we  assure  you  that  protection  against  adverse 
impacts  on  the  surrounding  environment  v;ill  be  a 
high  priority  item,  we  must  also  note,  and  trust  that 
the  Department  will  not  overlook,  that  this  Project 
will  itself  eliminate  widespread  blighted  conditions 
and  blighting  influences  which  have  already  caused 
serious  damage. 

The  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project  has  been 
in  the  pre-execution  stage  for  many,  many  months. 
In  June,  1973,  you  indicated  that  the  Department  of 
Community  Affairs  was  entirely  sympathetic  with  the 
purposes  of  such  a  project  and  that  the  social  and 
financial  benefits  that  could  derive  to  the  City  and 
its  citizens  from  such  an  effort  are  enormous.   We 
agree. 

We  respectfully  request  prompt  approval  of  the 
Plan  and  the  determinations  called  for  by  the  law. 

MR.  xMORRIS :   Mr.  Kenney,  because  that  letter  appears 

to  be  from  the  major  sponsor,  supposedly,  even  though  you  read 

it  into  the  record,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  we  have  a  copy  to 
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be  labeled  and  to  go  with  the  record  as  an  exhibit.   If  you  don't 
have  a  copy,  at  least  we  will  label  it  for  identification  as 
Exhibit  7,  since  you  presented  it,  so  we  won't  have  a  legal  ques- 
tion. 

MR.  KENNEY:   Fine. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  7.) 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  have  also  been  asked  to  read  the  let- 
ter of  transmittal  of  that  letter  to  me;  and,  if  I  might  just 
rattle  off  one  paragraph  with  reference  to  the  hearing... 

MR.  MORRIS:   Just  a  minute.   You  say,  'rattle  off 
something  about  one  paragraph.   The  letter  either  has  to  go  in... 

MR.  KENl.'EY:   It  should  go  in.   It's  perfectly  all 
right  with  me. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Read  the  letter  so  we  will  be  able  to 
label  it  for  identification,  so  the  public  can  know  what's  in 
the  letter. 

MR.  KENNEY:   This  is  a  letter  addressed  to  me. 

With  reference  to  the  hearing  which  the 
Department  of  Community  Affairs  has  scheduled  on 
the  Authority's  resubmission  of  the  Park  Plaza 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  the  Department  is,  as  you  know, 
well  aware  of  the  interest  and  position  of  Boston 
Urban  Associates.   The  Authority's  resubmission  to 
the  Department  includes  our  recently  updated  com- 
mitments to  your  Authority  for  our  development  of 
Stage  I  of  the  Project  as  well  as  our  proposals 
relating  to  Stage  II. 
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Under  these  circumstances,  we  believe  that 
our  position  can  be  briefly  and  properly  confirmed 
by  a  written  statement  in  the  form  of  the  enclosed 
letter.   We  would  appreciate  your  including  this 
letter  in  your  presentation  at  the  hearing. 

MR.  MORRIS:  All  right.  I  would  like  to  make  the 
same  comment  to  the  transmittal  letter;  that  it  be  labeled  as 
an  exhibit  for  identification  for  the  record. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  8.)  ■ 

MR.  MORRIS:   Now,  are  we  to  imply  from  this  that  Mr. 
Zuckerman  will  not  make  a  personal  appearance  at  this  hearing 
as  tine  major  sponsor  of  this  proposed  development? 

MR.  KENNEY:   It  is  my  understanding  that  he  will  not 
at  this  point.   V7e  would  be  guided  by  the  future  of  the  hearings* 
of  course. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Would  you  be  guided  by  the  fact,  since 
he  is  the  primary  sponsor,  that  the  committee  and  the  Department 
would  like  for  him  to  testify? 

MR.  KENNEY:   If  that's  your  wish,  we  will  certainly 
convey  it  to  him.   I  think  much  of  the  information  has  been  pro- 
vided and  I  think  that  v/e  will  provide  much  of  it,  but  whatever 
your  wish  is. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  leave  that  to  you.   We  will 
accept  the  letter  for  the  record,  but  the  committee  would  pre- 
fer, of  course,  to  see  him  face  to  face  with  the  people,  the 
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public  who  are  expecting  him  to  build  this  proposed  development. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY :   Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS:   It  is  pretty  obvious  that,  if  you  find 
that  the  principal,  for  some  reason,  is  out  of  the  country,  then 
he  can't  be  here;  otherwise,  you  will  be  in  a  position  to  answer 
such  questions  as  would  be  asked  of  him  on  the  basis  of  the 
information  provided  by  him  as  the  developer.   So,  as  long  as 
everyone  in  the  hearing  room  knows  whether  it's  today  or  Thursday, 
when  the  hearings  will  resume,  or  Thursday  night,  if  they  are 
extended  to  Thursday  night,  so  that  someone  will  be  able  to 
question  either  the  developer  or  you,  yourself,  that  would  be  a 
fair  understanding,  but  I  thinJc  v^e  v/ant  more  than  just  the  let- 
ter submitted  into  the  record  at  this  point.   Question,  Mr. 
Mahoney? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   For  identification,  please,  may  we 
have  the  entity  as  well  as  the  signatory  of  the  two  letters  just 
read  identified,  please,  and  the  dates  of  those  letters? 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record.  Exhibit  7  was  read 
first  into  the  record  and  is  a  letter  addressed  to  Commissioner 
Miles  Mahoney,  dated  January  15th,  from  Urban  Associates,  signed 
by  Mortimer  B.  Zuckerman  and  by  Edv;ard  N.  Linde,  Executive  Vice- 
President.   V7e  labeled  this,  as  read  by  Mr.  Kenney,  into  the 
record  that  way,  at  least,  and  that  letter  is  here.   The  other 
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letter  read  into  the  record  by  Mr.  Kenney  was  labeled  for  identi- 
fication as  Exhibit  8  and  is  addreseed  to  Mr.  Robert  T.  Kenney, 
Director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.   Again,  this 
letter  is  signed,  Boston  Urban  Associates,  by  Mortimer  B.  Zuckerman 
and  by  Edward  N.  Linde.   Does  that  satisfy  you.  Counselor? 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   Is  the  floor  open  for  discussion 
and  questions  now? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Not  at  this  point,  sir.   If  you  will 
please  be  patient  and  reserve  your  point,  I  will  ask  you  as  soon 
as  he  is  finished  with  his  testimony.   You  will  be  given  a  chance 
to  ask  questions.   Mr.  Kenney. 

MR.  KENNEY:   Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  additional  let- 
ter of  support  from  the  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Associ- 
ation of  New  England.   It  is  addressed  to  Commissioner  Mahoney 
and  it  is  signed  by  Bob  Lee,  the  president  of  the  Association. 

As  the  ovmer-operator  of  a  restaurant  in 
Chinatown,  adjacent  to  the  Park  Plaza  project, 
I  want  to  add  my  support  to  this  project  and  urge 
its  approval  by  the  State. 

I  think  I  reflect  the  general  opinion  of  the 
Chinese  community  when  I  say  that  we  are  concerned 
that  the  existing  blight  and  decadence  in  the  pro- 
ject area,  particularly  lower  Washington  Street,  be 
eliminated  through  this  ambitious  renewal  project. 

I  have'  been  informed  by  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority  that  the  Chinese  community  will  cer- 
tainly be  a  part  of  the  decision-making  process  on 
any  portions  of  the  project  which  will  affect  us  in 
any  way. 
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I  am  delighted  that  the  BRA  has  formed  a 
•community  advisory  group  and  that  the  Chinese 
Consolidated  Benevolent  Association  of  New  England 
(of  which  I  am  president)  is  included. 

Yours  very  truly.  Bob  Lee,  President. 

MR.  MORRIS:  WewLll  label  for  identification  a  let- 
ter from  the  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association  of  New 
England  to  Commissioner  Miles  Mahoney,  again,  and  the  letter  is 
signed  by  Bob  Lee,  President,  dated  January  the  15th,  1973.  We 
will  label  this  as  Exhibit  9  for  identification. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  9.) 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  have  an  additional  letter  from  John 
Philopoulos  Associates. 

Dear  Commissioner  Mahoney: 

As  the  ovmers  and  developers  of  the  57  Complex 
at  Stuart  and  Charles  Street  South,  we  would  like  to 
strongly  support  the  prop>osed  Park  Plaza  plan,  and 
hope  that  your  office  v/ill  approve  this  pro^pct. 

Our  reasons  for  supporting  Park  Plaza  are  in 
part  selfish.   We  have  invested  considerable  amounts 
of  money  and  time  in  this  building  and  believe  it  to 
be  one  of  the  finest  complexes  in  the  New  England 
area,  but  one  of  our  continuing  problems  is  the  area 
between  the  57  and  the  Public  Garden.   It's  an  area 
with  an  extraordinary  amount  of  parking  lots,  bill- 
boards and  streets.   We  do  not  believe  that  a 
neighborhood  in  the  middle  of  Boston,  next  to  one  of 
the  loveliest  public  gardens  in  the  nation,  should  be 
devoted  almost  entirely  to  these  conditions. 

Beyond  our  interest,  however,  are  those  of  the 
City  of  Boston.   Increased  taxes,  increased  employ- 
ment (both  during  construction  and  after)  as  well  as 
increased  open  space  are  some  of  the  benefits  that 
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will  accrue  to  the  city and  these  will  be  in 

substantial  amounts.   It  v;ould  seem  to  us  that 
Park  Plaza  is  the  kind  of  project  that  should  be 
supported.   No  one  project  and  no  one  building 
can. meet  all  of  the  numerous  needs  of  the  City  of 
Boston.   Hov/ever,  Park  Plaza  goes  a  long  way  toward 
meeting  a  large  number  of  the  city's  needs,  and  it 
is  the  kind  of  plan  that  should  be  implemented. 
Thank  you. 

Sincerely,  John  Philopoulos. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  label  for  identification  a  let- 
ter from  John  Philopoulos  Associates,  200  Stuart  Street,  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  a  letter  addressed  to  Commissioner  Miles  Mahoney 
and  signed,  John  Philopoulos  for  John  Philopoulos  Associates, 
dated  January  15,  1973.   It  is  labeled  as  Exhibit  10. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  10.) 

MR.  KEInTsIEY:   My  final  letter,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  from 
Mr.  Robert  C.  Jordan,  Executive  Vice  President  of  New  England 
Life  Insurance  Company.  ^ 

Dear  Commissioner: 

In  various  capacities  over  the  past  two  to 
three  years  I  have  been  thoroughly  familiar  with 
the  Park  Plaza  Plan.   I  am  extremely  pleased  to 
find  that  it  is  now  being  reconsidered  and  I  under- 
stand that  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing  regarding 
the  Plan  this  week. 

From  the  very  beginning,  I  have  felt  that 
the  Park  Plaza  project  was  an  imaginative  plan  for 
an  area  of  our  city  which  is  badly  in  need  of 
revitalization  and  redevelopment.   Although  I  am  not 
a  resident  of  Boston,  I  have  been  a  member  of  the 
business  community  in  the  Back  Bay  area  for  over 
twenty-five  years  and  I  naturally  have  a  very  strong 
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interest  in  the  city  and  its  proper  development. 

The  Park  Plaza  development  is,  at  the  very 
best,  a  difficult  one  especially  without  the 
assistance  of  Federal  aid.   It  has  been  my  consid- 
ered opinion  that  the  developers  that  were  selected  . 
by  the  B.R.A.  are  both  sufficiently  qualified  and 
financially  responsible  to  successfully  carry  out 
this  developn?.ent .   This  is  obviously  not  an  easy 
task  but  I  believe  the  developers  have  betv;een  them 
a  backlog  of  experience  and  background  to  success- 
fully carry  this  important  development  through  its 
various  stages. 

It  is  also  my  very  strong  opinion  that  the 
Plan  would  be  a  great  credit  to  the  city  and  to  the 
state  and  would  help  to  clear  up  one  of  the  poorer 
sections  of  this  major  business  center. 

Favorable  consideration  is  strongly  urged. 

Sincerely,  Robert  C.  Jordan. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record  and  for  purposes  of 
identification,  from  New  England  Life,  Robert  C.  Jordan,  Execu- 
tive Vice  President,  Finance,  to  The  Honorable  Miles  Mahoney, 
commissioner.  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  a  letter  as  read 
into  the  record  dated  January  15,  1973,  over  the  signature  of 
Robert  C.  Jordan,  labeled  appropriately  as  Exhibit  No.  11. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  11.) 

MR.  KENl^EY:   Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  that  there 
are  other  proponents  available.   Mr.  John  Harkness,  President  of 
The  Boston  Society  of  Architects,  has  a  letter  which  I  think  he 
might  want  to  read  himself;  and  I  also  understand  that  Mr. 
Chouinard,  representing  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
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is  also  here,  and  I  think  it's  appropriate  for  them  to  speak  at 
this  time. 

As  I  mentioned  before,  there  are  several  other  pro- 
ponents that  \^ere   unable  to  make  it  today  and  would  like  to  be 
heard  on  Thursday. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Well,  Mr.  Kenney,  you  can  either  intro- 
duce these  persons  yourself  or  you  can  have  them  independently 
do  so.   And  if  there  are  other  people  who  want  to  be  heard  on 
Thursday,  I  am  quite  sure  the  Commissioner  will  entertain  their 
views,  even  though  we  make  time  and  have  gotten  into  the  oppon- 
ents.  There  is  no  shutoff  on  this  public  hearing  as  such. 

Do  you  v.'ish  to  introduce  these  gentl-omon  or  <^o  you 
want  them  to  speak  up?  Does  that  complete  your  testiracny,  Mr. 
Kenney? 

MR.  KENNEY:   Yes,  it  does. 

I-IR.  MORRIS:   Before  you  leave,  Mr.  Kenney,  let  me  ask 
you  a  simple  question  as  to  your  rcaconable  availability  during 
the  course  of  these  hearings.   We  do  not  expect  you  to  be  here 
every  minute,  we  know  you  are  a  very  busy  man;  but,  in  the 
course  of  this  hearing,  it's  very  likely,  since  you  have  made 
your  basic  presentation,  that  at  some  point  there  will  be  ques- 
tions which  we  would  like  for  you  to  answer  in  public,  face  to 
face  with  the  persons  asking  them.   Is  that  reasonable?   Do  you 
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think  you  can  do  this? 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  see  no  problem  at  all.   I  think  it  is 
important  to  point  out  it  is  a  very  complex  problem  and  some 
questions  may  require  an  additional  date  that  that  will  have  to 
be  submitted,  but  I  will  insure  that  all  questions  are  answered 
promptly  and  that  they  are  answered  within  a  day,  if  at  all 
possible.   I  will  be  available. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  for  that  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion. 

MR.  THEODORE  HALPERIN :   Before  Mr.  Kenney  leaves, 
can  I  direct  a  question  to  him? 

MR.  MORRIS:   He  is  still  here.   Direct  the  question 
to  the  Chair.   State  your  name,  please. 

MR.  HALPERIN:   My  name  is  Theodore  Halperin.   I  have 
an  office  in  one  of  the  buildings  on  Boylston  Street  between 
Tremont  and  Park  Square  which  will  be  near  the  Park  Plaza  renewal 
project.   I  am  speaking  as  an  individual. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Is  this  a  question  or  are  you  going  to 
make  a  statement,  sir?   This  is  the  proponents'  time  and  I  want 
to  be  fair,  but  I  want  to  ask  you,  do  you  have  a  question  on 
what  Mr.  Kenney  testified  or  is  this  something  personal? 

MR.  HALPERIN":   No,  this  pertains  specifically  to 
what  he  told  us  just  now. 
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MR.  MORRIS:   You  said  you  had  a  question. 

MR.  HALPERIN:   I  want  to  read  just  a  short  statement 
here. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Just  a  minute.   If  you  are  going  to  make 
a  statement,  we  are  making  a  record  of  this,  and  you,  under  the 
name  you  gave,  wish  to  make  a  statement.   Do  you  have  a  ques- 
tion for  Mr.  Kenney?   That  is  the  thing  that  the  record  will 
show. 

MR.  HALPERIN:   I  have  both. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right. 

MR.  HALPERIN:   The  statement  is  as  follows.   I 
received  frc-i  the  Park  Square  Improvement  Association  on  Decem- 
ber 18th  the  following  communication  concerning  the  Park  Plaza 
project.   I  just  want  to  read  one  section  of  it. 

We  have  been  advised  by  our  attorneys  that  the  plan 
is,  in  fact,  identical  with  that  submitted  last  year.   It  has 
the  same  environmental  defects;  it  is  financially  unsound;  there 
is  no  plan  for  the  Combat  Zone;  there  is  no  proper  relocation 
plan;  the  plan  does  not  meet  the  statutory  requirements. 

Now,  with  all  due  respect  to  Mr.  Kenney,  I  fail  to 
see  any  difference  in  what  he  has  stated  this  morning  to  the 
original  statement  that  was  made  when  the  Commissioner  made  his 
ruling. 
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The  question  I  have  is  as  fellows:   I  can't  for  the 
life  of  me  understand  why  the  Park  Plaza  project  does  not  start 
at  the  Combat  Zone  instead  of  ending  with  the  Combat  Zone.   It 
seems  to  me  that  the  Combat  Zone  is  the  really  blighted  area  in 
the  City  of  Boston  and  that's  the  place  that  needs  this  kind  of 
renewal.   Urban  renewal. 

I  also  understand  that  the  Park  Square  Improvement 
Association  has  retained  the  services  of  an  architectural  firm 
which  has  submitted  counter-improvement  plans  for  the  area, 
recommending  renovation  and  rehabilitation  of  the  area  instead 
of  completely  leveling  it.   And  I  would  like  —  I'm  sure  this 
will  be  taken  up  in  more  detail  —  I  would  like  some  comment  on 
that. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Well,  we  will  accept  it  for  the  present 
time,  that  which  you  have  inserted  into  the  record.   This  is  not, 
however,  the  time,  as  I  stated  earlier  in  the  hearing,  to  advance 
the  opposition  viewpoint;  but,  for  what  it  is  worth,  you  have 
gotten  on  the  record,  sir,  and,  at  a  later  point,  if  you  are 
here,  you  can  probably  have  some  of  those  answers  you  asked 
questions  about  brought  out  by  the  proponents. 

Are  there  any  other  proponents  who  want  to  speak  at 
this  time? 
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JOHN  C.  HARKNESS 

President,  Boston  Society  of  Architects 

MR.  HARKNESS :   My  name  is  John  Harkness,  President 

of  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects,  and  we  have  addressed  a 

letter  to  Commissioner  Mahoney. 

Dear  Commissioner  Mahoney: 

The  Boston  Society  of  Architects  has  consist- 
ently supported  the  redevelopment  of  the  Park  Square 
area.   It  endorsed  the  Park  Plaza  Plan  on  November 
12,  1971,  stating  that,  with  considerable  more  work, 
it  believed  the  plan  could  be  completed  in  a  manner 
which  would  be  in  the  best  public  interest. 

We  strongly  support  the  intent  of  the  State 
Legislature  calling  for  a  review  of  the  renewal  pro- 
jects, such  as  this  one  by  the  Department  of  Community 
Affairti,  to  assure  that  the  use  of  the  power  cf  emin- 
ent domain  is  protected  by  a  strict  and  as  comprehens- 
ive conditions  and  procedures  as  the  best  guidelines 
used  for  federally  and  state-supported  projects. 

As  stated  in  this  resubmission,  "Park  Plaza 
is  a  key  test  to  demonstrate  the  viability  of  Boston's 
strategy,  planning,  and  development  effort  for  the  city 
core  area  and  the  feasibility  of  new  approaches  to 
downtown  urban  redevelopment." 

We  do  not  know  whether  the  resubmitted  plan  may 
be  found  to  be  satisfactory  by  the  Department  with 
regard  to  the  six  findings  it  must  make  under  Massa- 
chusetts General  Laws,  Chapter  121B,  Section  48. 

We  understand  that,  in  the  revised  letter  of 
intent  submitted,  the  rules  and  regulations  governing 
state-aided  urban  renewal  projects  are  declared  non- 
applicable.   However,  we  also  understand  that  the 
B.R.A.  has  proposed  to  form  a  Project  Advisory  commit- 
tee v/hich  will  replace  an  important  element  of  these 
regulations.   We  also  understand  that  Mr.  Kenney  has 
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agreed  to  adopt  the  guidelines  for  this  committee 
prepared  by  the  Back  Bay  Federation  and  agrees  to 
follow  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  the  recom- 
mendations of  this  committee. 

If  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  is  able 
to  make  positive  findings  with  regard  to  the  Massa- 
chusetts General  Laws,  Chapter  121B,  and  if  the  pro- 
posed project  area  review  committee  functions  as  out- 
lined above,  the  B.S.A.  —  Boston  Society  of  Archi- 
tects —  will  retain  its  position  of  support  for  the 
Park  Plaza  Plan. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.   Do  you  have  copies  of  this 
or  may  we  keep  this  for  the  record? 

MR.  HARKNESS:   Yes,  I  do. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY :   Mr.  Examiner,  nay  I  question 
this  witness? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  have  a  question,  Mr.  Mahoney? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  do. 

MR.  MORRIS:  May  I  put  this  in  the  record,  first. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Mahoney.   I  have  a  let- 
ter from  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects,  John  C.  Harkness, 
president,  dated  January  16th,  addressed  to  Commissioner  Miles 
Mahoney  and  signed  over  the  signature  of  the  Boston  Society  of 
Architects  by  John  C.  Harkness,  President.   I  would  like  this 
labeled  for  identification  as  Exhibit  No.  12  for  the  record. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  12.) 

Now,  Mr.  Mahoney. 
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MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes.   Through  you,  sir,  if  I  may,  to 
the  witness,  may  I  ask,  is  this  action  taken  after  notice  to  the 
membership  —  this  letter  taken  after  notice  to  the  membership 
—  advising  of  a  formal  support  by  the  Boston  Society  of  Archi- 
tects of  the  position  articulated? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Vfell,  through  the  Chair,  for  you,  hav- 
ing submitted  this  in  evidence  at  this  hearing,  it  speaks  for 
itself,  so,  do  you  want  it  repeated? 

MR,  HARKNESS:   No.   I  think  I  understand  the  ques- 
tion. 

MR.  MORRIS:   In  that  case,  you  may,  on  your  own, 
either  answer  or  not  answer,  depending  on  what  you  want  to  do. 
You  are  the  witness. 

MR.  liARKNESS:   This  action  was  finally  formulated 
in  over  last  night  and,  in  fact,  finished  up  this  morning.   It 
was  worked  on  by  myself  with  Peter  Rauterbusch,  the  Chairman  of 
our  Committee  on  Urban  Affairs,  and  most  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  were  involved  in  the  action. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   May  I  ask  another  question,  please? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Through  the  Chair. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  MORRIS:   He  has  no   lawyer.  Counsel. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  understand.   These  are  very  simple 
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factual  questions. 

MR.  MORRIS:   You  have  one  other  q uestion,  sir? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  have  several  other  questions. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Mahoney,  are  you  going  to  lay  a 
foundation  for  cross-examination  of  this  witness? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   My  understanding,  Mr.  Morris,  is  that 
your  ruling  was  that  questions  may  be  directed  to  the  persons  who 
appear  on  behalf  of  this  program,  through  you,  for  entry  and  the 
answers  to  be  entered  in  the  record. 

MR.  MORRIS:   And  the  other  half  of  the  rule  is  I 
will,  in  my  discretion,  determine  how  far  we  are  going  with  mak- 
ing this  directly  an  adversary  proceeding,  especially  out  of  the 
witness  who  signed  his  own  name  to  a  letter.   I  just  want  to  see 
how  far  you  intend  to  go. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   May  I  state  ^the  question  before  you 
make  up  your  mind  on  that  point,  Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  want  to  know  what  you  are  attempting 
to  get  out  of  the  witness. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  would  like  to  clarify  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  this  letter  as  to  its  position  in  this  record. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Go  ahead;  ask  the  question. 

MR.  14AH0NEY:   That  is  the  sole  purpose  of  the  ques- 
tion.  Mr.  Morris,  the  next  question  I  have  is  whether  or  not 
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this  position,  dated  today,  is  intended  by  the  Boston  Soci6ty  of 
Architects  to  be  a  conditional  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza  pro- 
ject and  subject  to  the  understanding  that  the  Department  of 
Conununity  Affairs'  regulations  do  not  apply  to  the  Park  Plaza 
project.   Is  that  your  understanding,  the  reason  for  which  you 
made  this  endorsement? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  understand  his  question? 

MR.  HARKNESS:   I  think  I  do,  yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  choose  to  answer  it  in  the  form 
in  which  he  has  asked  it? 

MR.  HARKNESS :   I  will  answer  it  the  best  I  can. 

MR.  MORRIS:   That's  up  to  you,  sir. 

MR.  HARKNESS:   This  letter  is  obviously  a  conditional 
approval.   The  condition  is  stated  in  the  final  sentence,  that, 
"If  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  is  able  to  make  positive 
findings  with  regard  to  the  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter 
121B,  and  if  the  proposed  project  area  review  committee  func- 
tions as  outlined,  the  B.S.A.  will  retain  its  position  of  sup- 
port..."  So,  it  clearly  states,  I  think,  its  conditional 
approval. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Let  me  restate  my  question,  then.   My 
question  is.  Is  it  your  understanding,  and  that  of  your  Society, 
that  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs'  regulations  are  not 
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applicable  to  the  Park  Plaza  project,  and  was  that  your  under- 
standing when  this  letter  was  written? 

MR.  HARKNESS :   My  understanding,  and  I'm  not  the  legal, 
final  word  on  this,  but  my  understanding  is  some  of  these  regula- 
tions do  not  apply  for  certain  legal  reasons  but  that  they  have 
real  significance  in  controlling  the  project  and  that,  for 
example,  the  reinstigation  of  the  Project  Advisory  Committee, 
which  I  think  is  one  of  those  regulations,  has  been  agreed  to, 
and  this  is  a  condition  we  would  like  to  see  continued,  even 
though,  legally,  it  may  or  may  not  be  required.   I  don't  know. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Does  that  answer  your  question? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   It  does. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you  very  much.   Are  you  satisfied?  . 

MR.  HARKl^ESS:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   You  may  step  down.   The  next  proponent. 

Your  name,  sir? 

WILLIAM  F.  CHOUINARD 

Director  of  Community  Development, 
Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 

MR.  CHOUINARD:   My  name  is  William  Chouinard  and  I'm 
appearing  before  you  today  in  my  capacity  as  Director  of  Commun- 
ity Development  for  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  to 
record  our  organization's  support  for  the  revised  urban  renewal 
plan  proposed  for  the  Park  Plaza  area. 
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This  posture  on  the  part  of  the  Chamber  is  consonant 
with  our  long-standing  support  for  efforts  to  revitalize  the 
Boston  core.   In  our  opinion.  Park  Plaza  represents  just  such  an 
effort. 

Specifically,  we  believe  the  revised  plan,  or  the 
resubmitted  plan  under  discussion  today,  offers  the  city  a  unique 
opportunity  to  take  a  presently  blighted  and  underutilized  section 
of  the  downtown  area  and  transform  it  into  a  more  productive  and 
far  more  valuable  property.   In  our  estimation,  the  project  plan 
offers  an  appropriate  mix  of  residential,  office,  hotel,  and 
parking  facilities,  all  of  which  would  provide  a  strong  link 
between  the  downtown  business  district  and  the  Prudential  com- 
plex.  But,  these  are  not  the  only  benefits.   Implementation  on 
the  project  will  inject  the  downtown  area  with  the  vitality  of 
a  new  residential  community;  it  will  create  hundreds  of  new  jobs 
and  result  in  added  hotel  space  to  support  our  convention  and 
tourism  industry.   Beyond  that,  it  could  very  well  serve  as  a 
stimulus  for  further  improvement  of  the  overall  central  business 
district. 

Our  brief  and  cursory  analysis  of  the  documents 
included  in  the  resubmission  of  the  plans  to  your  Department 
would  appear  to  indicate  that  many  of  the  deficiencies  noted  in 
the  original  proposal  have  been  corrected  or  at  least  clarified. 
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The  Chamber  recognizes,  however,  that  certain  concerns  will 
extend  beyond  the  plan's  approval,  if  such  approval  is  forthcom- 
ing.  I  refer  specifically  to  the  development  of  the  Combat  Zone 
and  the  project's  impact  on  both  the  Boston  Common  and  the  Public 
Garden.   Consequently,  we  endorse  the  idea  of  establishing  an 
advisory  committee  and  review  program  as  outlined  by  the  B.R.A. 
it  goes  without  saying  that  we  would  cooperate  fully  with  such 
a  review.   And  may  I  add  here  this  is  even  more  necessary  in  the 
demise  of  our  former  committee  for  the  central  business  district, 
so  that  this  kind  of  advisory  group  would  be  entirely  appropri- 
ate, lacking  in  the  major  concerns  here,  in  any  event. 

In  summary,  it's  our  hope  that  you  will  find  this 
resubmitted  plan  acceptable  and  the  project  can  proceed  without 
delay. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Next  proponent.   Do  you  have  any  addi- 
tional witnesses  this  morning? 

MR.  KENWEY:   Not  to  ray  knowledge  at  this  time. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Are  there  any  people  present  who  are 
not  associated  with  groups  but  who  wish  to  speak  individually 
or  as  proponents?  (No  response.) 

Well,  if  not,  we  will  consider  that  and  we  will  ask 
if  there  are  any  general  questions  now  to  be  asked  of  the  tes- 
timony given  by  any  of  these  people  who  have  testified  this 
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morning?   The  gentleman  in  the  back.   State  your  name,  please. 

MR.  JOEL  REY:   My  name  is  Joel  Rey. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Joel  Rey. 

MR.  REY:   I  would  like  to  know  this  man's  last  name. 
I  couldn't  hear  him. 

MR.  CHOUINARD:   Chouinard. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Chouinard,  if  it  is  possible,  would 
you  leave  the  paper  which  you  read  from,  although  you  did  read 
your  statement  into  the  record  not  as  an  exhibit,  but  for  the 
help  of  the  stenographer.   Do  you  mind? 

MR.  CHOUINARD:   I  have  a  copy  of  ray  statement. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  mind  allowing  us  to  have  that  st 
this  time  for  the  record?   Perhaps  it  will  be  simpler  to  label 
it  for  identification.   This  statement'  from  the  Boston  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  a  statement  of  William  F.  Chouinard,  Director  of 
Community  Development,  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce,  in 
support  of  the  urban  renewal  plan  for  Park  Plaza,  dated  January 
16,  1973,  will  be  labeled  as  Exhibit  13  for  purposes  of  identi- 
fication. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  13.) 

MR.  PETER  THOMPSON:   I  have  a  question.   My  name  is 
Peter  Thompson,  a  resident  of  Beacon  Hill.   This  can  be  directed 
to  any  one  of  the  three  gentlemen — Mr.  Kenney,  Mr.  Harkness,  or 
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the  Chamber  of  Commerce  representative.   It  takes  up  from  the 
question  someone  else  asked. 

Why,  indeed,  if  the  blighted  area  is  really  the 
Combat  Zone,  which  we  all  know  about  and  is  a  blighted  area,  why, 
indeed,  is  the  most  attractive  area  the  one  they  are  really  going 
to  work  on  and  the  least  attractive  area,  that  part  that's  going 
to  be  left  for  the  distant  future,  to  which  nothing  may  happen 
at  all?   And  I  ask  all  three  of  these  gentlemen  who  support  this 
why  they  don't  address  themselves  to  this  first. 

MR.  MORRIS :   The  question  speaks  for  itself  and  it 
is  up  to  the  proponents,  if  they  desire  to  make  a  response  at 
this  time  or  at  a  later  point  in  the  proceedings.   A  citizen  has 
asked  a  question  as  to  why  stage  one  or  stage  two  includes  the 
more  choice  area  and  not  the  Combat  area,  or  stage  two. 

MR.  KENNEY:   If  it  is  your  wish,  I'll  answer  it. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Since  you  are  here,  we  might  expedite 
this;  you  can  answer  it,  yes. 

MR.  KENNEY:   This  is  a  question  that  has  arisen  on 
a  number  of  occasions  in  the  discussion  of  the  Park  Plaza  Plan 
and  I  think  it's  a  very  important  one.   There's  no  question  in 
anybody's  mind  that  stage  two,  probably  in  terms  of  deterioration, 
is  further  along,  but  the  problem  is  that  we're  redeveloping 
these  areas  with  private  funds  and  so  we  have  to  be  guided  where 
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financial  institutions  want  to  invest  their  money.   It  is  very 
significant  to  point  out  that  there  were  five  development  pro- 
posals submitted  on  Park  Plaza.   All  of  them  indicated  that  the 
first  development  v;ould  take  place  in  the  Park  Square  area.   V7e 
checked,  we  have  talked  to  other  developers,  and  we're  firmly 
convinced  once  private  development  begins  in  parcels  A,  B,  and 
C  in  the  Park  Square  area,  then  that  begins,  development  will 
take  place,  and  this  has  been  the  experience  of  the  Redevelopment 
Authority  in  the  Government  Center  here,  that  the  initial  devel- 
opment leads  to  further  development,  it  spurs  further  development, 
But/  you  have  to  start  where  private  funds,  private  development, 
is  willing  to  start.   And  that's  why,  really,  we  were  forced  to 
start  in  the  Park  Square  area. 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  gentleman  in  the  center.   State 
your  name,  please. 

MR.  JOHN  HOLT:   Yes.   My  name  is  John  Holt;  I'm  a 
citizen,  resident  of  Boston.   I'd  like  to  direct  a  question 
through  you  to  Mr.  Kenney,  who  just  said  that  all  five  of  the 
developers  said  that  the  more  favorable  parcels  would  have  to  be 
developed  first.   I  would  like  to  know  whether  any  of  them 
expressed  an  interest  in  developing  the  less  favorable  parcels 
or  have  intention  to. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  want  to  answer  that,  Mr.  Kenney? 
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MR.  KENNEY:   One  of  the  development  proposals  covered 
all  five  areas,  but  it  was  indicated  that  the  development  would 
start  in  Park  Square.   It  should  also  be  pointed  out  the  devel- 
oper, Boston  Urban  Associates/  at  one  point  showed  interest  in 
being  named  developer  for  all  parcels,  but  we  decided  that  it 
was  in  the  public  interest  at  this  point  in  time  to  keep  the 
area  undesignated  so  that  we  have  the  flexibility  to  choose  other 
-developers  that  might  come  along. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  other  questions' at  this  point  in 
the  proceedings?  (No  response.) 

If  not,  then  the  Chair  is  going  to  call  a  recess 
until  1:00  o'clock;  and,  at  that  time,  unless  the  proponents 
wish  to  continue,  we  will  begin  to  hear  opponents'  arguments 
relative  to  the  plan.   I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Kenney,  however, 
if  he  will  be  back  here  at  least  for  this  afternoon,  since  most 
of  the  day  was  planned  for  proponents,  in  the  event  there  are 
some  direct  questions  which  can  be  answered,  if  that's  possible. 
So,  with  that,  we  will  recess  until  1:00  o'clock  in  this  same 
room.   Thank  you. 

(Luncheon  recess.) 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 

MR.  MORRIS:   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  hearing  will 
resume. 

At  this  point,  we  will  entertain  statements  to  be 
made  on  behalf  of  the  proposal  as  submitted,  if  there  are  any. 
Is  there  anyone  who  wants  to  speak  at  this  point?   Will  you  state 
your  name? 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   I'm  an  opponent. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Proponents  for  the  plan.   All  right. 
If  there  are  no  other  persons  here  to  be  recorded  as  proponents, 
or  persons  for  the  plan,  if  there  are  no  agencies  represented 
here  to  speak  for  the  plan,  if  there  are  no  individual  ciwizeiiS 
who  wish  to  speak  at  this  point  for  the  plan,  we  will  conclude, 
at  least  for  this  point,  testimony  of  those  in  favor  of  the  plan. 
The  Commissioner  reserves  the  right  td  hear  at  a  later  date, 
between  now  and  the  end  of  the  hearings,  any  petition,  paper,  or 
such  from  persons  who  want  to  speak  for  the  plan,  but  for  the 
present  we  will  conclude  that  portion  of  the  testimony. 

Now  we  are  willing  to  recognize  at  this  point  oppon- 
ents of  the  plan.   Mr.  O'Neil  has  asked  to  be  recognized.   Will 
you  please  tell  us  your  name,  sir? 

ALBERT  O'NEIL 


Boston  City  Council 
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MR.  O'NEIL:   My  name  .is  Albert  O'Neil,  a  member  of 
the  Boston  City  Council;  I  live  at  4354  Washington  Street,  Ros- 
lindale. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  wish  to  take  the  stand? 

MR.  O'NEIL:   Thank  you,  sir.   Commissioner  and  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  the  very  outset,  when  the  Park  Plaza  hearings  first 
started  in  the  City  Council,  I  was  on  the  committee  listening  to 
the  testimony  by  the  Boston  Redevelopite  nt  Authority  and  also  the 
developers  for  the  Park  Plaza  development.   After  21  hearings, 
there  were  two  major  questions  I  had  asked  for,  and  I  thought 
they  were  feasible  and  reasonable. 

One  was  for  a  financial  statement  of  the  proposed 
developer  for  Park  Plaza.   This,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  I  never  received  that  information. 

The  second  one  was  for  a  relocation  plan  by  the 
developer  for  the  entire  Park  Plaza  area. 

The  third  one,  Mr.  Chairman,  was,  if  they  were  so 
interested  in  developing  parcels  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E,  that  there 
could  be  a  reasonable  feeling  in  my  heart  that.  Let's  start  with 
D  and  E  in  the  Combat  Zone.   The  statement  was  made  there,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that.  We're  not  interested  in  the  Combat  Zone  at  this 
time;  we're  interested  in  the  crown  jewels. 

Now,  I  think  this  is  pertinent  to  my  testimony,  Mr. 
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Chairman,  by  saying  to  you  that  I  was  the  Chairman  and  the  Com- 
missioner cf  the  Boston  Licensing  Board  when  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority  was  in  the  process  of  drawing  up  many  developments 
throughout  the  city  which,  incidentally,  for  the  record,  I  have 
never  seen  one  development  that  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  had  put  their  hands  on  that  they  had  ever  completed. 
As  Chairman  and  Commissioner  of  the  Licensing  Board,  I  had  the 
task  of  all  of  the  licenses,  whether  it  be  a  variety  store,  a 
package  store,  a  liquor  store,  or  a  hotel,  I  had  the  responsibil- 
ity of  bringing  to  my  Board  the  question  of  the  B.R.A.  of  reloca- 
tion for  these  people  that  were  to  be  displaced.   A  fund  was  set 
up  for  the  licensees,  that  they  could  turn  in  their  license  for 
a  fee  of  $10,000  that  would  be  given  to  them,  which  was  raised 
by  every  single  licensee  in  the  city... The  licenses;  the  price 
of  the  license  was  raised... so  that  that  money  could  be  piled 
into  or  accrued  so  we  could  pay  off  the  $10,000,  each  licensee. 

And  I  might  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  some  of  the 
licensees  I  was  not  too  sorry  to  see  go,  because  they  were  noth- 
ing but  constant  trouble,  but  some  good  licensees  that  never  had 
trouble  in  33  years,  never  had  been  before  the  Board,  had  noplace 
to  go.   So,  in  Charlestown  and  Dorchester  and  West  Roxbury  and 
Roslindale  and  South  Boston,  these  men  found  places  that  they 
could  bring  their  licenses  to.   Simply  because  of  citizen 
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participation,  that's  my  duty,  to  say  to  the  people  that  came  in 
from  the  various  areas,  that,  V7e  don't  want  another  liquor 
establishment  in  our  area,  but,  at  the  same  time,  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  you  would  have  a  good  businessman  that  done  nothing  in  this 
society  but  pay  his  taxes,  pay  his  license  fee,  a  good  citizen, 
raised  his  family,  he  had  his  children  here  and  liked  the  City 
of  Boston,  it  was  a  tough  decision  for  me  to  make. 

In  very  few  instances  when  a  licensee  would  come  in 
and  find  a  location  that  there  was  no  opposition,  then  I  would 
grant  the  transfer  of  the  license  to  the  particular  location. 
This  was  a  case,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  dealing  with  human  beings. 
This  is  a  case  of  my  not  being  opposed  to  any  progress  whatso- 
ever.  This  is  a  case  that  some  individuals  have  stated  publicly 
that  I  was  anti-union.   I  am  not.   My  father  was  a  business  agent 
with  the  Local  4  Engineers,  recording  secretary  for  over  40 
years.   I  was  assistant  shop  steward  for  the  New  Haven  Railroad 
prior  to  going  into  the  service.   I  am  not  anti-union. 

Now,  we  take  the  Park  Plaza.   Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  256  businesses  involved  here;  there  are  7,000  people  invol- 
ved here  that  have  noplace  to  go.   Time  and  time  again  I  asked 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to  present  to  my  committee  a 
complete  and  overall  relocation  plan.   That  was  never  done 
before  the  City  Council. 
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This,  in  reality,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  not  trying  to  be 
adamant  or  disagreeable  with  anybody,  but  we're  talking,  again, 
now,  of  human  beings;  we  are  not  talking,  not  only  the  liquor 
licenses  in  the  area  but  the  doctors  and  dentists  and  the  other 
businessmen  that  are  there.   Some  businessmen  are  up  to  their 
necks  in  mortgages.   They  have  never  been  told  that.  We  will 
relocate  you  here,  or.  We  will  relocate  you  there,  or.  You  can 
come  back  here.   They  have  never  been  told  this;  and  yet,  in 
this  society,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  panel,  nobody  is 
trying  to  be  dramatic. 

Somebody  is  trying  to  realize  and  have  a  reality 
that  we  are  dealing  with  human  beings,  human  beings  that  made 
this  city  what  it  is  today.   They  worked  in  this  area  all  their 
lives;  they  invested  their  money  all  their  lives  in  this  parti- 
cular area.   And  now,  along  comes  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  with  a  developer  that  I  know  nothing  about;  I  know 
nothing  dsout  his  financial  status,  no  relocation  plan  whatsoever. 

Then,  when  you  are  in  the  Boston  City  Council,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  you  are  at  meetings,  you  have  got  to  stay  there 
and  watch  every  single  move  that's  made.   Things  can  happen  as 
quickly  as  this  (snapping  finger),  if  you  are  called  out  of  your 
seat  to  go  to  your  office  because  somebody  might  want  to  see  you. 

At  exactly  ten  minutes  of  4:00  in  the  morning,  I  was 
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called  from  my  seat  because  —  when  I  use  the  term  'ten  minutes 
of  4:00,  a.m.,  that's  how  long  the  last  meeting  went  when  we  were 
deliberating  on  the  vote  for  Park  Plaza  —  I  was  leaving  the 
Council  chambers  when  I  overheard  on  the  public  address  system 
that,  Now  we  will  take  up  the  matter  of  $6.8,000,000  of  a  bond 
i  ssue  paid  for  by  the  taxpayers  of  the  city  of  Boston,  to  be  put 
into  the  Park  Plaza  for  betterments.   Now,  here  are  the  taxpayers 
in  the  City  of  Boston,  Mr.  Chairman,  now,  at  ten  minutes  of  4:00 
in  the  morning,  being  asked  to  take  $6.8,000,000  on  a  bond  issue 
to  advance  to  Park  Plaza  so  that  they  can  get  the  betterments 
started. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  panel,  right  down  the 
street  here  is  the  Charles  River  Park,  the  West  End.   I  saw  the 
heartbreak  and  I  saw  the  sorrow  and  I  saw  even  death,  not  only 
there  but  because  of  taking  people  out  of  their  homes  and  noplace 
to  go,  for  the  benefit  of  the  developers  with  high-rise  apartments, 
I  saw  this  in  Charlestown;  I'm  seeing  it  now  starting  to  migrate 
into  my  area,  of  which  I  represent  three  generations  in  Roxbury. 
I  see  the  developers  coming  in  here.   None  of  them  live  in  this 
city,  and  they're  coming  in  here,  and  all  they're  doing  is 
advancing  on  the  middle-class  people,  which  will  be  no  more;  the 
poor  people  in  the  VJest  End  have  been  completely  wiped  out;  the 
people  in  Charlestown  have  been  wiped  out.   The  population  has 
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decreased  down  there  to  about  a  2,000  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  say  this  in  brevity:   I  want 
it  clearly  understood  for  the  record  that  I  at  no  time  have  ever 
hurt  anybody  in  my  life;  I  don't  purposely  go  out  of  my  way  to 
hurt  anybody,  but  I  have  compassion  for  a  human  being.   People 
come  before  the  Council  on  the  Park  Plaza  hearings  and  they  look 
at  you  and  they  say  this:   Where  do  I  go?   What  do  I  do?   \^at  do 
I  say?  And  then,  one  gentleman  said  there,  "I'm  wondering  if  I'm 
in  America. " 

At  no  time  am  I  trying  to  be  dramatic  with  anybody 
here;  but,  for  God's  sake,  we  have  got  to  start  thinking  of  our 
fellow  man  with  a  proper  relocation  plan.   And  I 'm  going  to  make 
the  statement  for  the  record,  whereas  I  did  not  get  at  any  time 
the  financial  statement  of  this  developer,  I 'm  not  in  the  process 
of  voting  for  somebody  that's  going  to^ speculate  and  say.  Now, 
we've  got  our  hands  now  on  the  crown  jewels,  and  now  I'm  going 
to  go  out  and  try  to  sell  this  developer.   None  of  that  plan 
was  in  there,  who  would  have  this  and  who  would  have  that  and 
who  would  have  the  other  thing;  and,  of  course,  when  you  go  to 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  meetings,  right  off  the  bat 
they're  branding  you  as  ant i-e very thing. 

I  can  recall  back  since  1948,  and  I  commend  you, 
Mr,  Chairman,  and  your  associate  on  the  left,  and  Commissioner  . 
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Mahoney,  and  the  entire  Department  for  this  reason:  You  under- 
took a  large  development  on  housing  for  the  veterans;  and  then, 
when  that  was  through,  you  took  on  a  program  of  housing  for  the 
senior  citizens  that,  I  might  add  for  the  record,  are  completely 
forgotten  in  this  city.  It's  developers  and  bankers  first,  and 
highways,  ard  forget  about  the  elderly  and  forget  about  the  poor 
that  you  put  out. 

Not  once,  to  my  knowledge,  being  very  familiar  with 
your  Department,  did  I  ever  see  your  Department  take  anybody's 
business,  make  anybody  live  in  fear  because  the  bulldozer  was 
coming  along.   You- planned  and  planned  and  made  the  best  housing 
for  the  elderly  and  best  veterans'  housing  for  the  veterans  in 
the  entire  country.   You  are  standing  on  that  record;  that  here, 
in  Massachusetts,  we  have  the  best  housing  for  the  elderly  in 
the  country,  barring  none,  because  of  your  compassion  for  the 
elderly,  because  of  your  forethoughtfulness  in  planning. 

Now,  I'd  like  to  conclude  by  saying  this  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman:   I'm  grateful  that  you  have  allowed  me  to  testify. 
But,  we  must  stop  this;  we  must  stop  this  bulldozing  over  people. 
Fifty  percent  of  the  people  in  this  city  pay  for  the  other  50 
percent.   Nobody  has  ever  talked  about  the  tax  concessions  that 
come  into  these  buildings  that  go  up;  nobody  ever  wants  to  dis- 
cuss that.   This  is  the  mystery;  this  is  something  that  you  will. 
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never  see.   Nobody  talks  about  tax  concessions  with  my  home  or 
any  of  the  homes  of  people  here  in  the  audience.   I  am  going  to 
repeat  myself  by  saying  this:   I'm  not  trying  to  be  melodramatic. 
I  believe  in  human  beings.   I  can't  see  them  cast  out  on  the 
street  for  being  the  good  citizens  they  are  and  noplace  to  go. 
And  I  will  ask  you  this,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  com- 
mittee:  VThen  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and  the  devel- 
oper present  their  phase  of  this  Park  Plaza  development,  I  will 
ask  you,  in  fairness,  not  only  to  them,  but  to  myself,  also, 
ask  them  about  the  financial  status  of  these  people,  ask  them 
about  a  fair  and  equitable  relocation  plan,  and  how  much  per 
square  footage,  if  they  bring  these  poor  individuals  back  in 
there. 

So,  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  congratulate  you  the 
way  you  are  handling  your  hearings,  all  of  you.   I  say  it  hon- 
estly and  sincerely.   We  just  can't  keep  the  bulldozing  of 
people  out  of  homes,  businesses,  highways,  nobody  paying  taxes. 
The  institutions  in  this  city  don't  pay  taxes;  the  Port  Authority 
doesn't  pay  taxes;  the  Turnpike  Authority  doesn't  pay  taxes. 
There's  always  a  concession  when  something  comes  up  for  some 
kind  of  a  tax  deal,  but  you'll  never  find  that  out  unless  you 
ask  the  questions. 

So,  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  your  associates,  and 
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you,  too.  Commissioner,  thank  you  very  much  for  allowing  me  the 
opportunity  to  be  heard  here. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  O'Neil.   Any  questions 
of  Councillor  O'Neil  before  he  leaves  the  rostrum?   (No  response.) 

If  not,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

MR.  O'NEIL:   Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Next  opponent.   Councillor  lannella. 
State  your  name,  please. 
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CHRISTOPHER  A.  lAIJNELLA 
Boston  City  Council 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Christopher  A.  lannella,  a 
member  of  the  Boston  City  Council. 

Today's  reconsideration  of  the  Park  Plaza  Plan  is  a 
courtesy  that  B.R.A.  does  not  deserve.   You  are  being  asked  to 
approve  the  identical  plan  that  was  previously  rejected.   This 
plan  doesn't  even  change  a  word,  a  comma,  or  a  colon.   Every  jot, 
every  tittle,  every  pip,  and  every  iota  in  the  original  submis- 
sion is  still  in  place.   Most  of  the  plan  and  documentation 
wasn't  even  retyped.   You  received  Xerox  copies  of  the  plan  you 
rejected  last  year. 

If  you  approve  this  plan,  you  will  give  every  citi- 
zen of  this  Commonwealth  reason  to  doubt  the  competence  and  per- 
haps the  integrity  of  state  agencies.  ,  It  was  never  intended 
that  your  role  was  to  be  advisory  in  nature  or  perfunctory  in 
character.   The  General  Court  has  given  you  very  specific  control 
over  the  exercise  of  the  awesome  power  of  eminent  domain.   The 
Legislature  did  not  intend  you  to  be  a  rubber  stamp.   You  have 
several  important  findings  to  make.   Before  the  state  lets  a 
municipality  take  away  a  man's  property  to  give  it  to  another, 
justice  and  equity  require  an  impartial  and  scrupulous  investi- 
gation of  the  facts.   The  powerful  arm  of  eminent  domain  should. 
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be  used  only  to  restore  the  beauty  and  magnificence  of  our  cities 
and  to  provide  for  the  poor  of  America.   Park  Plaza  only  provides 
for  the  soon-to-be-very-rich  developer  who  successfully  courted 
this  city  administration. 

Back  in  the  '50s  and  'SOs,  we  were  told  that  urban 
renewal  was  progressive  per  se.   The  same  people  who  built  a  wall 
through  the  city,  the  Central  Artery  —  an  ugly  monstrosity  that 
blights  this  city  —  does  nothing  but  contribute  to  the  pollution 
and  congestion.   These  same  experts,  who  threw  me  and  my  neighb- 
ors out  of  the  West  End  so  that  a  single  developer,  himself  a 
reformer  —  and  l  put  that  in  quotes,  Mr.  Chairman  —  could  make 
his  millions,  these  same  experts  who  planned  to  cut  up  the  state 
with  highways  until  a  compassionate  Governor  stopped  them,  these 
same  people  are  in  this  room  today  to  shill  for  another  scheme 
designed  not  to  serve  people  but  to  serve  profits. 

Please  understand;  I  am  no  foe  of  urban  renewal.   I 
chaired  the  City  Council  Committee  on  Urban  Redevelopment  for 
many  years.   I  favored  17  of  the  20  urban  renewal  projects 
planned  by  the  city.   Under  this  administration  —  Yes,  the 
administration  of  Kevin  H.  White  —  I  served  as  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  Finance;  and,  in  that  capacity, 
I  recommended  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  in  bonding  to 
complete  these  projects  which  met  reasonably  set  standards  for 
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compassion,  utility,  and  urban  growth.   i  will  not  let  my  advo- 
cacy of  progress  force  me  to  support  Park  Plaza.   Even  if  Park 
Plaza  was  legal  on  its  face,  which  it  is  not,  it  would  still  be 
a  bad  plan.   It  does  not  speak  to  the  needs  of  Boston;  it  does 
not  provide  for  moderate  income  housing;  it  does  not  provide  for 
our  elderly;  it  does  nothing  for  our  neighborhoods;  it  does  not 
even  eradicate  blight. 

When  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth  agreed  to  a 
resubmission  of  this  plan,  it  was  represented  to  him  that  the 
Combat  Zone  would  be  redeveloped.   In  reliance  on  that  repre- 
sentation, the  Governor  graciously  consented  to  this  resubmission, 
You  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  know,  and  everyone  here  knows  that 
there  is  no  such  guarantee  in  this  plan;  that  under  this  plan 
there  may  never  be  any  development  of  any  part  of  the  Combat 
Zone;  and,  that  this  developer,  or  any  other  developer,  would 
not  suffer  any  financial  loss  whatsoever  for  his  failure  to 
develop  any  area  of  the  Combat  Zone.   And  I  tell  you  that  the 
Governor  of  this  state  was  deceived  by  the  B.R.A.  and  the  Mayor 
of  Boston.   This  sad  episode  indicates  that  the  B.R.A.  and  the 
developer  will  go  to  any  length  to  achieve  their  goals.   And  may 
I  say  further,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  that  I  challenge  the 
B.R.A.,  I  challenge  Mr.  Kenney,  I  challenge  the  Mayor  of  Boston 
who  is  bent  on  ripping  up  this  city,  to  tell  me  where  in  this 
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plan  there  is  any  financial  responsibility  to  develop  the  Combat 
Zone  and  I'll  vote  for  it  tomorrow. 

As  I  stated  on  the  Council  floor,  if  there  ever  was 
a  reasonable  plan  for  the  Combat  Zone,  I  would  vote  for  it  in  a 
minute.   Why  would  the  B.R.A.'s  friends  renew  this  area,  that  is, 
the  Combat  Zone,  when  they  can  have,  instead,  one  of  the  finest 
sections  of  this  city  facing  the  Boston  Commcn  and  the  Public 
Garden? 

You  have  before  you  in  the  voluminous  supporting 
documentation  a  copy  of  the  Hemsley-Spear  Report  which  was  pre- 
pared for  the  proposed  developer.   I  ask  you  to  turn  to  the 
first  page  of  that  report  and  listen  to  how  they  describe  the 
area  that  the  B.R.A.  calls  'blighted.'   And  I  quote  from  that 
report: 

The  10.5  acre  site  fronts  the  Boston  Public 
Garden  and  Common  and  is  bounded  by  Arlington, 
Boylston,  Tremont,  Stuart,  Columbus,  and  Providence 
Streets  in  downtown  Boston... It  is  one  of  the  most 
prestigious  areas  in  the  city... 

Turn  to  the  next  page  of  that  report  and  listen  to 

what  they  say  about  this  'blighted  and  decadent  area.  '   And  I 

quote  again: 

The  area  just  off  Boylston  Street  between 
Arlington  and  Charles  is  one  of  the  most  attract- 
ive downtown  locations  one  could  select. 

I  would  like  to  repeat  that  for  emphasis. 
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The  area  just  off  Boylston  Street  between 
Arlington  and  Charles  is  one  of  the  most  attract- 
ive downtown  locations  one  could  select.   Across 
the  street  is  the  Boston  Public  Garden,  and  an 
ideal  place  to  stroll.   Here  are  beautiful  and 
attractive  flowers  and  plantings,  rare  and  exotic 
shrubs  and  bushes.   The  Public  Garden  gives  the 
proposed  hotel  an  aura  of  prestige  and  beauty. 

And  gentlemen,  when  they  talk  about  blighted  deca- 
dence, does  anybody  in  this  room  know  a  better  area  than  Boylston 
Street  across  the  street  from  the  Public  Garden? 

And  they  did  the  same  thing  in  the  West  End  when 
they  took  one  of  the  finest  locations  there,  across  from  the 
beautiful  Charles  River.   And  you  and  I  know,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  that  if  you  were  to  study  the  financial  receipts  from 
the  West  End,  you  would  find  that  this  city  got  more  in  terms  of 
taxes,  when  I  used  to  live  there  in  a  so-called  blighted  neigh- 
borhood, than  the  city  gets  now.   And  I  challenge  anyone  to  dis- 
pute that  statement.   And  may  I  continue. 

This  is  the  area  that  the  B.R.A.  and  the  Mayor  called 
'decadent,  blighted,  and  substandard.'   VTlm  t  a  vibrant,  healthy, 
resilient  area  this  must  be.   For  nine  years,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  the  B.R.A.  has  been  trying  to  label  this  area  blighted, 
Yes,  it  was  started  under  Logue  when  they  had  the  strong  support 
of  the  federal  government,  and  they  couldn't  do  it  then.   Now 
they  are  trying  to  do  it  now.   It  has  been  under  the  threat  of 
renewal  since  1964  when  the  general  business  district  urban 
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renewal  plan  was  proposed.   The  federal  government  wouldn't  fund 
this  project,  so  the  B.R.A.  tried  again  with  Park  Plaza.   Their 
determination  that  this  area  is  blighted  didn't  wash  in  1964;  it 
didn't  wash  in  1971  or  '72;  and,  it  will  not  wash  in  1973.   It's 
not  blighted  now.   Open  the  B.R.A. 's  fat  book  of  building  surveys 
and  take  the  building  at  54  Park  Square,  for  example.   The  B.R.A., 
which  has  trouble  explaining  things,  refers  to  this  building  as 
NO.  S2B3A/4. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Repeat  that. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   S2B3A/4.   S2.   I  would  like  to  read 
it  2S.   This  building  has  had  almost  a  quarter  of  a  million  dol- 
lars worth  of  work  done  on  it  since  the  B.R.A.  first  called  it 
substandard.   They  still  call  it  substandard  because  it  is  sup- 
ported by  steel  beams.   And  I  am  quoting  from  page  14  of  their 
survey,  and  this  is  the  quote: 

Since  it  might  collapse  if  the  beams  were 
removed . 

End  of  quote.   That's  like  saying  that  a  tree  must 
be  removed  because,  if  someone  were  to  saw  through  the  trunk,  it 
would  fall  down. 

Now,  bear  in  mind,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  that 
no  one  is  saying  here  that  there  is  no  need  for  any  work  in  Park 
Square.   The  opponents  have  never  taken  that  position  and  neither 
have  I.  Neither  has  my  colleague.  Councillor  O'Neil. 
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I  favor  rehabilitation  of  these  buildings  facing  the 
Common  and  Garden  and  development  on  the  vacant  gas  company  site 
as  well  as  the  site  of  the  bus  terminal  which  the  B.R.A.  has  been 
promising  for  years  to  relocate.   They  are  the  real  slumlords. 
You  know;  the  city.   They  have  created  this  situation.   But, 
unlike  the  towers  that  the  B.R.A.  would  build,  any  development 
I  would  support  would  have  to  respect  the  natural  amenities  of 
the  Common  and  Garden. 

Shadow  studies  have  been  prepared  at  my  request  based 
on  the  developers'  announced  intentions.   I  would  note  that  the 
plan  before  you  is  so  vague  that  it  doesn't  specify  the  number 
of  buildings... 

MR.  MORRIS:   What  is  the  purpose  of  his  waving  that? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   That's  the  shadow  studies;  these  are 
the  shadow  studies. 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  record  has  to  show  something.   If 
you  are  using  props,  I  think  you  better  identify  them  for  the 
Commissioner . 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 
May  I  say  these  shadow  studies  will  be  introduced;  this  plan 
here  will  be  introduced  to  show  the  shadow  studies. 

MR.  MORRIS:   At  the  present  time,  it  is  merely  a 
backdrop  for  your  frame  of  reference. 
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MR.  lANNELLA:   Right.-   I  would  note  that  the  plan 
before  you  is  so  vague  that  it  doesn't  even  specify  the  number 
of  buildings.   You  tell  me;  how  many  buildings  are  there?   Nobody 
knows.   Or  the  height  of  these  buildings,  the  placement  of  build- 
ings or  their  use.   This  plan  doesn't  tell  us  that.   They  could 
put  three  buildings,  four  buildings,  five  buildings,  six  build- 
ings, seven  buildings,  even  10  or  12  buildings.   There  is  no 
limitation  in  this  plan. 

If  the  developers  stick  to  the  plans  they  have 
announced,  however,  this  shadow  study  is  accurate.   These  long, 
wide,  black  figures  are  the  shortest  possible  shadows  in  winter. 
This  is  how  much  of  the  Garden  and  Common  that  will  be  dark  at 
noon  on  December  21st  of  a  given  year. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Again,  Councillor,  if  you  are  going  to 
intertwine  with  your  comments  for  the  record,  match  marks,  charts, 
and  other  things,  I  want  them  identified  for  the  record  while  you 
are  making  your  presentation.   The  only  reason  I  am  doing  this 
is  in  the  interest  of  orderly  procedure,  and  there  are  other 
lawyers  in  the  room. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Okay.   I  offer  that  as  a  copy. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   That  is  a  precise  copy. 

MR.  MORRIS:   This  is  a  copy. 
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MR.  lANNELLA:   And  I  thank  you  for  your  instruction. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  hope  you  will  bear  with  me.   Let  the 
record  show  Councillor  lannella,  during  his  remarks,  has  submit- 
ted as  a  reference  a  so-called  Shadow  Study  which  he  says  has 
been  prepared.   V7ould  you  like  to  state  by  whom  or  do  you  just 
want  a  general  statement  on  it? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   By  our  registered  architects.   I  will 
get  you  the  names  later. 

MR.  MORRIS:   According  to  Councillor  lannella,  they 
were  prepared  by  registered  architects... 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  am  not  an  architect, 

MR,  MORRIS:   ...which  he  wishes  to  submit  into  evi- 
dence.  We  will  label  this  for  purposes  of  public  identification 
Exhibit  14. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  14.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  references  made  to  this  —  the 
public  can  inspect  it  —  will  be  made  on  the  basis  of  this,  at 
this  time,  during  the  Councillor's  remarks,  and  you  are  free  to 
inspect  it. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Proceed. 

MR.  lANNELLA:"  If  we  were  to  show  a  morning  or  after- 
noon shadow,  it  would  be  wider  and  reach  to  Beacon  Street.   The 
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B.R.A.  would  turn  our  glorious  natural  heritage  into  a  cold, 
dark  place.   Their  only  concern  is  rhetorical  in  nature,  and  they 
are  experts  at  that.   The  Boston  Common  and  Public  Garden  are  two 
of  the  brightest  jewels  in  the  city's  crown.   But,  all  jewels 
need  settings.   The  settings  for  the  Common  and  Garden  are  the 
relatively  low-rise  buildings  surrounding  them.   The  intrusion 
along  Boylston  Street  of  the  towers  planned  by  the  Park  Plaza 
developers  will  destroy  that  setting,  will  shrink  the  Common  and 
Garden. 

High-rise  construction  is  in  world  disrepute.   In  a 
six-months'  study  of  high-rise  in  San  Francisco,  the  conclusion 
was  reached  that  high-rise  can't  be  justified  ecologically  or 
economically.   These  super  towers  take  more  in  services  than  they 
return  in  taxes.   This  might  not  be  so,  if  the  developers  were 
not  given  preferential  tax  deals.   And  I  challenge  anyone  to 
tell  me  that  they  are  not  going  to  get  a  preferential  tax  deal 
here  in  this  Park  Plaza  project.   But,  so  blatant  are  these 
deals,  the  assessor  can  warrant  12  to  15  years  ahead  that  this 
project  will  produce  about  $4.5,000,000  a  year  in  taxes. 

And  you  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I 
gave  you  a  certified  copy  of  the  original  letter  that  was  given 
to  me  by  Mr.  Anzalone,  which  you  have  and  which  I  hope  will  be 
made  a  part  of  this  record. 
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Now,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  this  indicates  an 
assessment  of  20  to  25,000,000,  or  about  ten  percent  of  the  cost 
of  construction.   To  put  it  a  different  way,  if  the  cost  of  con- 
struction is  $266,000,000,  ten  percent  of  that  would  be  $26,000,000; 
and  yet,  this  indicates  an  assessment  of  only  20  to  $25,000,000, 
even  lower  than  ten  percent. 

If  Boston's  homeowners  and  taxpayers  were  given  the 
same  deal,  Mr.  Chairman,  their  taxes  would  be  reduced  by  two- 
thirds.   The  Park  Plaza  area  has  a  constantly  increasing  tax 
yield.   If  it  were  not  so  shocking,  it  would  be  amusing  to  note 
that,  during  each  and  every  year  of  the  nine  years  that  the 
B.R.A.  called  this  area  'decadent  and  blighted, '  the  tax  yield 
in  this  area  has  increased  constantly. 

Look  at  what  the  rest  of  the  world  has  learned  about 
the  B.R.A. 's  high  spine  concept,  Mr.  Chairman.   According  to  a 
report  prepared  for  the  United  Nations  Conference  on  the  Human 
Environment,  London  and  the  Netherlands  have  banned  high-rise. 
Listen  to  proposed  tenants  of  Park  Plaza's  golden  city;  listen 
to  what  Dr.  Rene  Dubos  and  Lady  Jackson  learned  from  their 
world-wide  study  undertaken  by  152  consultants  in  58  countries; 
listen  to  what  you  can  expect  for  your  $350  to  $770-a-month 
luxury  apartments  that  Park  Plaza  would  give  you.   And  I  quote 
from  their  report  of  the  United  Nations: 
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Their  defects  are  more  than  visual.   High- 
rise  towers  have  proved  a  disastrous  experiment 
in  urban  dwelling.   They  give  many  of  their  occu- 
pants acute  uneasiness.   Some  people  arrange  their 
furniture  so  as  to  avoid  any  view  of  the  vertigin- 
ous plunge  from  their  30th  floor  window.   For 
mothers  with  small  children,  they  present  insoluble 
problems  of  play  and  supervision.   The  elevators 
become  places  of  dirt  and  danger.   The  wholesale 
bulldozing  of  little  streets  and  houses  to  make  way 
for  them  destroys  delicate  networks  of  service  and 
friendship  which  are  simply  not  recreated  betv;een 
different  floors  in  new  apartment  houses.   The 
ground  areas  between  the  towers,  which  were  supposed 
to  provide  needed  air  and  space  and  greenness,  can 
become  windy  deserts  below  vast  buildings  which  tun- 
nel the  weather  down  their  vertical  sides  as  do 
mountain  ranges. 

End  of  quote.   Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  have 
before  me,  not  that  I  read  The  X«7all  Street  Journal,  but  somebody 
sent  this  to  me,  I  have  before  me  a  copy  of  the  front  page  of 
The  Wall  Street  Journal  dated  Wednesday,  January  10,  1973.   Now, 
that's  not  so  very  long  ago,  about  a  week  ago  or  less,  and  the 
lead  stories  read  like  this:   DIZZY  HEIGHTS.   Windy  Weather 
Poses  a  Variety  of  Problems  in  New  Skyscrapers.   And  I  want  to 
quote  just  from  the  first  paragraph  of  this  report. 

MR.  MORRIS:   i^^o  wrote  the  article? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   It's  written  by  Thomas  Erick  and 
Jefferey  Perlman,  reporters  of  The  Wall  Street  Journal. 

MR.  MORRIS:   You  are  quoting  from  that. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  am  quoting  exactly. 

MR.  MORRIS :   Let  the  record  so  show. 
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MR.  lANNELLA:   OJay. 

On  January  25,  1972,  a  particularly  vicious 
winter  storm  accompanied  by  high  winds  buffeted  New 
York  City.   The  storm's  effects  were  especially 
severe  in  the  vicinity  of  One  Gulf  and  western  Plaza... 

Probably  similar  to  this. 

...one  of  the  city's  newer  skyscrapers  adjacent  to 
Manhattan's  Columbus  Circle,  with  wind  gusts  reach- 
ing 80  miles  an  hour  at  the  top  of  the  44th  edifice... 

And  may  it  show  that  the  B.R.A.  can  go  as  high  as 

650,  which  is  certainly  much  higher  than  44  stories. 

...windows  were  blowing  out  and  workers  were  sent 
home  early  because  of  the  building's  excessive 
sway. 

And  I  could  go  on  and  on  and  on,  but  I'll  give  you  a 
copy  of  this,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen.   Later  in  these  hear- 
ings, you  will  hear  testimony  as  to  the  environmental  consequen- 
ces of  these  towers.   Suffice  it  to  say,  if  you  approve  this 
plan,  and  if  the  developers  convert  their  form  letters,  because 
that's  all  these  things  are  —  You  and  I  can  get  a  form  letter 
right  now,  if  we  wanted  to  get  a  fancy  letterhead  v;ith  raised 
printing.   If  the  developers  convert  their  form  letters  into 
loan  guarantees,  you  will  see  a  gilded  city  grow  where  the 
architecturally  significant  buildings  of  Park  Square  stood. 
You  will  fight  high  winds  along  Boylston  Street;  you  will  walk 
in  the  dark  chill  of  a  near  lifeless  Public  Garden;  you  will 
find  that  Boston  has  traded  one  of  its  finest  areas  to  construct 
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a  walled  city,  a  veritable  enclave  for  the  very  wealthy  and 

unjustly  enrich  the  developers  and  their  silent  partners  along 

the  way. 

Just  three  years  ago,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  a 

municipal  leader  in  this  city  said,  and  I  quote: 

For  too  long  urban  renewal  in  Boston  has 
emphasized  rebirth  of  the  downtown  area  at  the 
expense  of  the  neighborhoods.   For  too  many 
people  urban  renewal  has  meant  office  buildings 
and  parking  lots.   But  in  the  past  two  years  we 
have  begun  to  redress  this  imbalance  by  concen- 
trating our  renewal  efforts  on  the  social  needs 
of  the  city's  neighborhoods. 

End  of  quote,   Where  is  he  now,  this  protector  of 
neighborhoods  and  foe  of  downtown  special  interests?   Who  is 
this  man  who  had  planned  for  people  and  shunned  profiteering 
developers?   The  author  of  that  pious  statement,  Mr.  Chairman 
and  gentlemen,  is  none  other  than  Kevin  Hagan  T'^Thite,  the  Mayor 
of  Boston.   HOW  dare  he  put  his  weight  behind  a  project  like 
Park  Plaza.   How  dare  he  accuse  the  Lt.  Governor,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  and  the  Secretary 
for  Communities  and  Development  of  a  nefarious  scheme  to  block 
Park  Plaza.   If  he  intended  to  keep  his  promise  to  Boston's 
citizens,  he  should  thank  those  who  oppose  the  B.R.A.'s  grand 
attempt  to  steal  Park  Square. 

The  Mayor  would  have  us  believe  that  Park  Plaza  would 
offer  Boston  relief  from  its  burdensome  tax  rate.   A  close 
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inspection  of  the  facts  gives  lie  to  this  claim.   During  the  12 
to  15  years  of  construction,  the  city  would  lose  a  substantial 
portion  of  nearly  $2,000,000  a  year  that  the  small  businessmen 
of  Park  Plaza  pay  in  real  estate  taxes.   In  addition,  the  city 
will  have  to  pay  at  least  $14.3,000,000  in  principal  and  inter- 
est for  streets  and  utilities  needed  to  accommodate  the  develop- 
ers of  Park  Plaza. 

And  while  I'm  on  that  subject,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  Mr.  Kenney  this  morning,  said  this  isn't  like  an  urban 
renewal  plan  where  there  are  federal  funds  or  state  funds;  there 
are  no  public  funds.   Well,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  do  you 
call  $6.8,000,000  no  public  funds  that  the  city  has  already 
appropriated  with  interest  costs?  And  I  have  had  the  Auditor  of 
the  City  of  Boston  compute  this  for  me.   This  would  come  to 
$14.3,000,000  of  public  funds  that  will  be  thrown  in  to  enhance 
the  pocketbooks  of  the  developers  in  this  project.   So  that, 
when  they  say  there  are  no  public  funds  here,  this  is  not  exactly 
true. 

The  B.R.A.  has  already  squandered  hundreds  of  thous- 
ands of  dollars  for  legal  expenses,  staff  salaries,  and  high- 
priced  consultants.   Where  is  this  money  coming  from?   Perhaps 
the  Boston  Finance  Commission  should  look  into  this  situation. 
If  you  approve  this  illegal  and  unwise  plan,  they  will  spend  at 
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least  $5,000,000  more  during  construction.   Since  this  project 
does  not  meet  either  federal  or  state  standards,  this  will  be 
city  money,  the  taxpayers'  money,  the  taxpayers*  money  of  the 
City  of  Boston,  and  no  one  else's. 

The  city  is  also  required  to  pay  a  portion  of  the 
relocation  costs  associated  with  this  project;  at  least  another 
one  and  one-half  million  dollars  more  will  be  required.   I  will 
introduce  in  evidence  a  letter  over  the  signature  of  John  Fiske, 
First  Assistant  Corporation  Counsel  for  the  City  of  Boston,  that 
indicates  that  these  figures  may  well  be  exceeded.   And  I'd  like 
to  introduce  that  letter  now,  which  I  would  like  to  read  to  this 
committee.   This  is  a  memorandum  from  the  Law  Department  of  the 
City  of  Boston,  dated  November  12,  1971,  addressed  to  the  then 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Urban  Renewal,  Councillor  Joseph 
Timilty,  and  it  is  from  John  A.  Fiske,  First  Assistant  Corpora- 
tion Counsel,  Acting  Corporation  Counsel.   Subject:   Park  Plaza 
Project.   And  I  merely  wish  to  repeat  —  and  I  will  give  you  the 
whole  letter  —  I  merely  wish  to  quote  the  last  paragraph  of 
this  letter  which  talks  about  the  need  for  additional  financing 
over  and  above  the  6.8  that  the  Boston  City  Council  already 
approved  by  way  of  a  bond  issue.   And  I  quote: 

Question  has  "also  been  raised  about  the 
effects  of  a  proposed  dollar  limitation  in  the 
•cooperation  agreement  upon the  amount  of  the 
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city's  liability  under  paragraph  two.   Such  a 
citing  in  the  amount  of  $6,800,000  would  be  leg- 
ally unworkable  because,  in  the  event  the  cost 
of  the  takings  and  city  improvements  exceeded  the 
estimate  of  $6,800,000,  the  city  would  want  to 
raise  sufficient  funds  to  finish  the  improvements 
that  it  started . 

Signed  John  A.  Fiske,  First  Assistant  Corporation 
Counsel.   And  I  give  you  this  letter. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record,  Mr.  lannella,  in  the 
course  of  his  testimony,  has  offered  into  evidence  a  letter  from 
the  City  of  Boston  Law  Department,  a  memorandum,  dated  November 
12,  1971,  to  Councillor  Joseph  Timilty,  Chairman,  City  Council 
Committee  on  Urban  Renewal,  specifically  from  John  A.  Fiske, 
First  Assistant  Corporation  Counsel,  Acting  Corporation  Counsel. 
And  we  will  identify  for  purposes  of  identification  for  the  rec- 
ord this  memorandum  as  Exhibit  No.  15. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  15.) 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Now,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I 
have  a  balance  sheet  here  that  I  think  is  most  opportune  for 
your  consideration,  and  I  read  as  follows:   

MR.  MORRIS:   T^ose  balance  sheet? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  have  prepared  it. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Yourself? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  have  prepared  it. 

MR*  MORRIS:   Councillor,  in  your  testimony,  when  you 
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say  'balance  sheet, '  about  what?  . 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  am  going  to  read  it. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Excuse  me. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   12-year  tax  loss,  $15,000,000; 

public  improvements  (principal  and  interest),  that's  $14,300,000 
that  I  referred  to.   I  say  that  the  B.R.A.  development  expenses 
will  be  $5,000,000  and  relocation  costs  $1,500,000,  for  a  total 
cost  of  $36,800,000. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  lannella,  you  read  some  figures  into 
the  record.   I  would  like  to  know,  for  purposes  of  the  Department, 
what  budget  and  whose  figures  these  are.   Have  these  been  pre- 
pared by  an  accountant  or  are  ycu  offering  these  figures? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   If  you  were  to  read  and  peruse  the 
voluminous  report  of  the  City  Council  hearings  of  the  testimony 
before  you  at  the  previous  hearing,  you  will  find  that  it  will 
take  12  to  15  years  to  construct  this.   There  would  be  at  least 
$2,000,000... 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  lannella,  my  question  is  simple.   I 
think  you  said  you  were  going  to  read  a  budget.   What  budget  is 
it? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   It's  my  balance  sheet  as  a  result  of 
the  testimony  submitted. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Of  what?  ... 
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MRo  lANNELLA:   What  I  consider  to  be  the  tax  loss 
here. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  just  want  to  identify  what  you  mean 
so  the  record  will  show  that  when  we  later  read  it. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Fine. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Will  you  please  identify  for  the  secre- 
tary that  which  you  have  just  read. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  will  give  you  the  whole  thing 
afterwards. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  want  to  know  how  to  label  it. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   It's  all  in  my  statement. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right?  very  good. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  compute  it  to  be  a  tax  loss  of  2.1 
a  year,  Mr.  chairman  and  gentlemen.   I  even  take  the  minimum 
amount  of  construction.   Twelve  years..  That  would  be  $15,000,000. 
The  bond  issue,  14.3.   And  I  have  indicated  in  the  fiscal,  even, 
they  want  more  money.   I  am  not  referring  to  that  at  all,  but  I 
say  they  would  need  $5,000,000  of  development  expenses  that  the 
B.R.A.  is  going  to  spend;  relocation  costs  will  go  to  at  least 
a  million  and  a  half,  they  admit  themselves,  coming  to  a  grand 
total  of  $36,800,000.   And  these  figures  —  I  will  give  them  — 
these  figures  are  minimums. 

HOW  long  will  it  take  to  recover  this  $38,000,000? 
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At  the  rate  of  2.2  million  a  year  in  new  taxes,  given  no  delays 
in  completion,  we  will  amortize  our  costs  about  17  years  after 
the  completion  of  the  project.  That  means  we  will  start  to  reap 
the  benefits  of  this  project  in  the  year  2,001.   Few  of  us  will 
be  here  to  enjoy  the  fantastic  tax  benefits  of  this  project. 
To  be  fair,  I  will  point  out  that,  starting  in  2001,  we  can 
expect  Park  Plaza  to  drop  the  tax  rate  almost  a  dollar,  given  a 
reasonably  consistent  tax  base  growth.   Since  the  city  is  not 
going  to  receive  any  significant  gain  in  taxes  as  a  result  of 
this  project,  what  is  the  real  reason  why  the  Chief  Executive  of 
this  city  is  so  bent  on  Park  Plaza? 

As  these  hearings  progress,  testimony  will  be  off- 
ered with  regard  to  the  fine  architecture  that  the  developer  and 
his  friends  would  destroy;  but,  important  as  it  is  to  preserve 
buildings,  this  is  no  measure  of  the  true  cost  to  the  city's 
great  assets^-its 'people  and  small  businessmen.   Studies  show 
that  almost  a  third  of  small  businesses  go  out  of  business  when 
displaced  by  urban  renewal.   And  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  you  ought  to  make  a  study  of  the  urban  renewal  pro- 
cess in  this  city,  and  you  will  find  that  it's  a  national  dis- 
grace, because,  most  people  who  have  been  uprooted,  who  have 
been  throvm  out  of  their  homes  as  a  result  of  urban  renewal, 
never  mind  trying  to  relocate  them, never  was  there  even  an 
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effort  to  relocate  them,  and  I  can  testify  from  personal  knowledge 
when  I  was  uprooted,  my  family  and  I,  from  the  west  End;  no  one 
ever  came  to  me  or  to  my  neighbors.   And  may  I  say  further  that 
this  was  such  an  emotional  impact  on  some  of  my  neighbors, 
especially  the  old  and  the  sick  and  the  infirmed,  Mr.  Chairman 
and  gentlemen,  that  some  of  them,  and  many  of  them,  died  because 
this  was  such  a  terrible  traumatic  experience,  to  throw  a  man 
out  of  his  home.   And  I  also  feel,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen, 
that  if  you  will  read  the  grand  concept  of  the  National  Federal 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  the  original  Housing  Act  that  the  Congress 
passed,  I  always  thought  that  the  powerful  arm  of  the  government 
would  be  used  to  help  the  poor  and  the  infirmed,  the  sick,  the 
needy.   What  did  we  do  in  the  West  End?   Does  anybody  here  have 
the  gumption  to  look  me  in  the  eye  and  say  the  West  End  has 
helped  the  poor,  the  needy,  the  sick,  the  infirmed?   Will  some- 
body here  tell  me  that  Park  Plaza  will  help  the  poor,  the  sick, 
the  needy,  the  elderly?   Tell  me  now,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen, 
and  I  will  resort  to  any  questioning  they  want.   Is  this  what 
government  is  about? 

Before  an  agency  of  government  takes  a  man's  liveli- 
hood away  from  him,  it  must  be  established  that  a  valid  public 
purpose  exists.   There  is  no  such  purpose  associated  with  Park 
Plaza.   We  are  not  building  a  school  or  firehouse,  nor  a  hospital. 
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nor  badly  needed  elderly  housing.  The  B.R.A.  would  force  257 
businesses  to  move  or  die.  One  shopkeeper  has  been  displaced 
twice  already,  and  he  is  honestly  concerned  that  his  business 
may  not  survive  another  move. 

What  is  to  become  of  Music  Row?   Where  can  the  music 
stores,  instrument  shops,  piano  teachers,  and  others  who  have 
made  a  neighborhood  for  a  century,  go?   Mr.  Chairman  and  gentle- 
men, will  Boston  lose  this  link  to  the  musical  arts? 

What  of  the  emotions  of  these  residents,  small 
businessmen,  and  their  employees?   If  you  approve  this  scheme, 
they  will  suffer,  and  to  what  end?   So  the  Mayor  can  have  his 
monument?   So  the  B.R.A.  can  have  its  'high  spine'?   So  the 
developer  and  his  friends  can  make  millions?   So  your  Department 
can  purge  itself  of  the  Mayor's  contempt?  How  can  Boston  outline 
these  as  her  goals? 

As  a  result  of  legislation  adopted  by  the  General 

court  in  1972,  your  Department  is  required  to  make  two  additional 

findings  beyond  those  required  by  Chapter  121B;  Section  61,  of 

Chapter  30,  as  amended,  provides  as  follows: 

Any  determination  made  by  an  agency  of  the 

Commonwealth  shall  include  a  finding  describing 

the  environmantal  impact,  if  any,  of  the  prosp>ect 
and  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures  have  been 
taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  said  impact. 

End  of  quote.   I  maintain  that  you  cannot  make  these 
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determinations  with  the  information  the  B.R.A.  has  submitted  to 
you.   You  cannot  estimate  the  full  environmental  impact  of  this 
project  until  you  know  where  the  buildings  will  be  located.   You 
tell  me  where  these  buildings  will  be  located.   The  B.R.A. 
itself  doesn't  know  where  these  buildings  will  be  located  and 
what  their  height  limits  will  be.   How  deep  they  must  bore  to 
set  pilings  will  affect  impact  on  the  water  table.   Design 
characteristics  not  yet  charted  will  affect  wind.   Until  more 
information  is  forthcoming,  there  is  no  way  to  determine  if  the 
traffic  and  parking  modifications  caused  by  this  project  will 
violate  the  Federal  Air  Quality  Act  and  contradict  the  state's 
Transportation  Impact  Plan  that  must  be  submitted  to  the  federal 
government  on  February  15,  1973.   You  cannot  judge  the  impact  of 
an  unknown  quantity. 

I  tell  you,  gentlemen,  that  the  B.R.A. 's  environmen- 
tal impact  statement  is  a  hoax;  it  does  not  meet  the  most  mini- 
mal standards  for  judging  impact.   The  B.R.A.  makes  no  attempt 
to  quantify  or  identify  ecological  damage.   When  you  so  wisely 
rejected  this  plan  last  year,  you  gave  as  one  reason  the  B.R.A. 's 
failure  to  promulgate  an  impact  statement.   Their  cautious,  cas- 
ual statement  of  concern  does  not  satisfy  your  objection.   Fed- 
eral case  law  is  replete  with  findings  that  an  environmental 
impact  statement  must  be  adequate.   The  statement  before  you  is 
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not.   Just  last  week  at  a  meeting  designed  to  mute  community 

opposition  to  Park  Plaza,  Mr.  Kenney  said  of  his  Authority's 

submission: 

"It  certainly  isn't  what  you'd  call  a  formal 
environmental  impact  statement.   There  wasn't  time 
for  that.   We  will  do  one  later  when  there  is  a 
firm  preliminary  design." 

End  of  quote.   'Later'  is  not  soon  enough  to  meet  the 

dictates  of  Chapter  30  of  the  General  Laws.   And,  at  that  same 

meeting,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  Mr.  Kenney  had  this  to  say, 

with  obvious  pride,  and  I  quote: 

"The  pile  of  papers  we  submitted  this  time  is 
much  higher  than  the  pile  was  last  time." 

End  of  quote.   I  would  ask  Mr,  Kenney,  How  high  does 
he  think  he  can  pile  it? 

The  Park  Plaza  Plan  is  not  legally  before  you  for  . 
the  reasons  that  the  B.R.A.,  in  their  haste  to  gain  Council 
approval,  ignored  the  requirement  of  notice  to  the  Massachusetts 
Historical  Commission.   The  law  of  the  Commonwealth  establishes 
such  a  notice  as  a  necessary  condition  for  a  valid  hearing  on 
any  such  project.   Their  failure  cannot  be  undone  by  notifying 
the  Commission  now.   The  law  was  passed  to  ensure  that  the 
Commonwealth's  heritage  would  not  be  lost  because  of  superficial 
consideration  of  benefits  and  liabilities  on  the  municipal  level. 

Further,  the  Park  Plaza  Plan  is  not  legally  before 
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you  due  to  an  additional  fatal  defect.   The  City  of  Boston  and 
the  B.R.A.  failed  to  undertake  certain  appraisals  as  stipulated 
by  the  Council.   The  Council  amended  Section  13  of  the  Coopera- 
tion Agreement  to  read  in  part  as  follows: 

Within  one  year  from  the  date  hereof 
(December  5,  1971) ,  the  city  shall  have  caused 
appraisals  to  be  made  of  each  of  the  properties 
in  Disposition  Parcels  4  and  5  (Stage  Two) . 

-  That  is  the  Combat  Zone.   I'm  sure  you  know  about 

that.   Further,  the  Council  provided,  and  I  quote: 

It  is  the  specific  intent  of  the  City 
Council  that  each  of  the  approvals  given  by 
the  City  Council  in  its  final  vote  adopting 
this  Cooperation  Agreement  is  conditioned  on 
acceptance  by  the  Authority  of  all  of  the 
changes  voted  by  the  City  Council  on  December 
6,  1971,  whether  in  approving  or  amending  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Urban  Development. 

Now,  listen  to  this  language,  Mr.  Chairman  and 

gentlemen,  and  l  ask  you  if  it  can  be  any  clearer: 

If  any  of  such  changes  are  not  effected 
by  the  Authority  or  Urban,  all  approvals 
herein  given  are  specifically  nullified 
and  invalidated... 

This  is  very  strong  and  direct  language.   It  clearly 
establishes  as  a  condition  precedent  that,  before  this  plan  is 
-  approved,  all  such  conditions  stipulated  by  the  Council  be  car- 
ried out.   The  B.R.A.  and  the  city  admit  that  these  appraisals 
have  not  been  made.   And  I  want  to  read  at  this  time,  with  your 
permission,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  two  letters  which  I  will 
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put  into  evidence.   One  is  from  the  Corporation  Counsel,  Herbert 

Gleason,  dated  January  3rd,  1973,  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Director 

of  the  B.R.A.,  and  it  reads  as  follows: 

Dear  Mr.  Kenney: 

On  January  6,  1972  and  I  dispute  that  statement, 

but  be  th^  as  it  may,  because-,  as  I  say,  the  date  is  December  6, 

•71,  but  they  want  to  take  the  position  that  this  agreement 

becomes  binding  when  it  was  executed.   The  language  doesn't  say 

that;  but,  even  assuming  that,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  you 

know  what  I  am  talking  about. 

On  January  5,  1972,  a  Cooperation  Agree- 
ment between  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and 
the  City  of  Boston  for   the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal 
Project  was  executed. 

A  provision  of  that  agreement  is  that  the  City 
of  Boston  cause  to  have  made  appraisals  of  each  of 
the  properties  in  Disposition  Parcels  4  and  5,  Stage 
Two,  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project  Area 
within  one  year  of  the  date  of  the  execution  of  that 
agreement. 

If  you  look  at  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  it  doesn't 

say  'from  the  date  of  the  execution,  within  one  year  of  the  date 

hereof,  '  but,  be  that  as  it  may. 

I  hereby  request  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  to  make  such  appraisals  at  the  city's 
expense . 

Did  you  get  the  clear  admission?   I  am  going  to  sub- 
mit it.   I  just  want  to  say,  could  you  get  a  clearer  admission 
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from  the  chief  law  enforcement  agent  of  this  city  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  stipulated  by  the  Council, 
should  be  carried  out?   Here  it  is  in  writing,  dated  January  3rd; 
and  I  even  have  here,  in  the  back  of  it,  stamped  by  the  City  of 
Boston,  the  office  of  the  City  Clerk.   And  before  I  submit  this 
—  I  will  in  a  moment  —  I  want  to  tell  you  that  I  also  have  a 
letter  here  dated  two  days  later,  dated  January  5th,  1973,  and 
it  was  sent  by  Robert  Kenney  to  Honorable  Kevin  H.  Vlhite,    Mayor 
of  the  City  of  Boston,  and  it  reads  as  follows: 
Dear  Mayor  \«7hite : 

On  January  6,  1972,  a  Cooperation  Agreement 
between  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and  the 
City  of  Boston  for  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal 
Project  was  executed. 

A  provision  of  that  agreement  is  that  the  City 
of  Boston  cause  to  have  made  appraisals  of  each  of 
the  properties  in  Disposition  Parcels  4  and  5,  Stage 
Two,  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project  Area 
within  one  year  of  the  date  of  the  execution  of  that 
agreement. 

Herbert  P.  Gleason,  Corporation  Counsel  of  the 
city,  has  asked  the  Authority  to  make  the  appraisals. 
The  Authority  has  requested  Mr.  William  F.  Morrissey 
to  do  so.   However,  it  is  the  Authority's  understand- 
ing that  the  city  will  be  unable  to  have  the  apprais- 
als completed  on  or  before  January  6,  1973,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  Authority  has  not  yet  received 
final  approval  of  the  project  and  that  property 
acquisitions  in  Disposition  Parcels  4  and  5,  Stage 
Two,  are  still  some  time  away. 

The  Authority  hereby  waives... 

I  want  to  repeat  that  language. 
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The  Authority  hereby  waives  the  requirement 
in  the  Cooperation  Agreement  that  appraisals  be  made 
before  January  6,    1973.   The  Authority  further  agrees 
to  extend  the  time  within  which  the  city  causes 
appraisals  to  be  made  in  each  of  the  properties  in 
Disposition  Parcels  4  and  5,  Stage  Two,  to  a  date  six 
months  following  final  state  approval  of  the  Park 
Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project. 

Very  truly  yours,  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Director. 

And  then,  I  suppose  I  have  a  right  to  assume,  may  I 
say,  in  my  professional  status  as  a  lawyer,  it  says  the  City  of 
Boston,  Kevin  H.  V7hite,  Mayor,  that  he  confirms  to  this  waiver. 
I  assume  that  is  his  role.  It's  not  clear,  but  it  can't  be  any 
other  purpose.  So,  I  offer  these  two  letters  in  evidence  at 
this  time,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  lannella,  in  the  course  of  his 
testimony,  has  offered  two  letters  for  the  record  formally,  one 
from  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  dated  January  the  5th, 
to  the  Honorable  Kevin  H.  White,  which  he  has  explained,  and 
that  letter  is  signed  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Director.  We  will  label 
for  identification  purposes  this  letter  as  Exhibit  No.  16. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  16.) 

Another  letter.  City  of  Boston  Law  Department,  dated 
January  3rd,  1973,  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority,  over  the  signature  of  Herbert  Gleason,  Corporation 
Counsel.   We  will  label  this  for  identification  purposes  as 
Exhibit  No.  17.  tESHIBIT  NO.  17.) 
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You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Counsel. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentle- 
men, how  magnanimous  can  Mr.  Kenney  be?   With  one  sweep  of  the 
pen,  he  waives  that  which  the  Council  has  specifically  required. 
Will  he  waive  the  already  unreasonable  height  limit  of  650  feet 
and  let  his  favored  developer  build  a  Babelian  tower  1,000  or 
2,000  feet  high?   Will  he  waive  the  requirement  that  relocation 
payments  be  made  consistent  with  federal  standards?  Will  he, 
with  a  brush  of  the  pen,  waive  the  deposits  required  of  the 
developer  to  ensure  completion  of  the  project?  Will  he  waive 
the  requirement  that  the  developer  pay  fair  market  value  for 
property  acquired?   If  he  takes  the  position  that  he  can,  on 
whim,  modify,  alter,  or  reject  the  specific  intent  of  the  Coun- 
cil, all  of  this  is  possible.   He  has  already  allowed  the  Letter 
of  Intent  to  be  amended  so  as  to  allow  this  developer  to  post- 
pone payment  of  a  $75,000  deposit  which  was  previously  required. 
And  I  would  ask,  if  this  developer  is  so  financially 
sound,  why  doesn't  he  have  the  $5,000  to  put  up  as  a  deposit,  as 
required  by  the  original  letter  of  intent?   The  developer's  for- 
feit for  noncompletion  of  the  project  is  little  more  than  a 
finder's  fee  for  such  a  profit-making  deal  as  this.   He  could 
build  only  the  hotel  and  walk  away  from  his  deposit  and  still 
make  his  fortune.   That's  how  grandiose  this  plan  is. 
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And  I  would  ask.  Will  Mr.  Kenney  and  th6  Mayor  of 
Boston  waive  the  requirement  the  developer  pay  $250,000  to  com- 
pensate for  damage  to  the  Garden?  Will  Mr.  Kenney  and  the  Mayor 
waive  the  requirement  that  the  developer  try  to  build  housing  for 
the  elderly?   If  the  B.R.A.  Director  and  the  Mayor  can,  with 
impunity,  waive  any  provision  of  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  what 
is  to  prevent  them  from  using  the  provision  with  regard  to 
environmental  impact?   If  Mr.  Kenney  and  the  Mayor  feel  that 
whatever  they  do  with  this  project  is  the  final  word,  then  I 
would  ask,  what  is  the  role  of  the  City  Council?   What  purpose 
does  the  Council  have?   I  would  ask  further:   By  what  authority, 
what  pcv;er,  what  regulation,  what  rula  of  lav^?  do  the  Mayor  and 
Mr.  Kenney  dare  to  contravene  the  intention  of  the  Council? 

This  is  the  most  blatant  attack  against  representa- 
tive government  that  has  ever  been  attempted  in  my  memory.   By 
the  action  of  the  Director  and  the  Mayor  in  attempting  to  waive 
certain  provisions  of  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  it  becomes  even 
clearer  that  the  role  of  your  Department  —  your  state  agency  — 
becomes  even  more  important  to  stop  this  reckless  usurpation  of 
power. 

In  conclusion,  based  on  the  substantive  facts  enum- 
erated herein,  this  plan  should  be  rejected  and,  further,  this 
plan  Should  be  rejected  for  the  reasons  that  the  B.R.A.  has 
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failed  to  (1)  give  notice  to  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commis- 
sion; and,  (2)  has  failed  to  carry  out  each  and  every  provision 
of  the  Cooperation  Agreement. 

In  all  my  years  in  public  life,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  whether  at  the  precinct  level,  ward,  city,  or  state 
level,  I  have  seldom  been  so  frustrated  about  a  project  as  I  am 
with  Park  Plaza.   This  plan  is  destructive;  its  advocates  have 
deliberately  sought  to  deceive  the  people;  it  threatens  to  tear 
up  the  very  fabric  of  Boston. 

By  his  own  admission,  the  Mayor  has  had  up  to  40 
city  planners,  relocation  experts,  engineers,  and  lawyers  work- 
ing on  this  scheme,  while  at  the  same  time  the  neighborhoods  in 
Mattapan,  Savin  Hill,  West  Broadway,  Brighton,  D  Street,  Egleston 
Square,  Dudley  Street,  and  Roslindale,  to  name  just  a  few,  are 
in  desperate  need  of  technical  assistance.   The  planners  should 
be  working  with  the  decent,  hard-v;orking  families  in  the  three- 
deckers  in  Dorchester  who  are  trying  to  keep  body  and  soul 
together  in  overpriced,  substandard  housing;  the  planners  should 
be  helping  parents  in  Roxbury  and  the  South  End,  whose  kids  are 
playing  in  empty  lots  strewn  with  broken  glass;  the  planners 
should  be  helping  the  old  people  who  are  afraid  to  go  outside 
either  during  the  day  or  night;  the  planners  should  be  seeking 
to  eliminate  the  social  conditions  in  some  of  our  housing 
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projects  which  force  our  children  to  turn  to  drugs  and  crime. 

I  get  hundreds  of  calls  every  year  from  persons  in 
trouble,  old  people  who  need  decent  housing,  families  seeking 
city  services,  tenants  victimized  by  slumlords,  mothers  who  see 
their  kids  taking  the  wrong  turn.   And  all  of  this,  Mr.  Chairman 
and  gentlemen,  while  an  indifferent  city  administration  spends 
its  resources  on  a  get-rich-quick  scheme  which  will  benefit  only 
the  very  rich.   Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.  Councillor  lannella.  While 
he  is  here,  are  there  any  direct  questions  to  Mr.  lannella  based 
on  his  testimony  as  given?   If  not,  we  will  thank  the  Councillor 
for  his  comments  and  his  exhibits  as  furnished  for  the  record. 

Is  there  someone  else  appearing  at  this  point  as 
opponents  to  the  plan?   Does  anyone  wish  to  be  heard? 

MR.  lANNELLA:   Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  could  I 
respectfully  interrupt  for  one  moment.   Since  it  was  at  least 
represented  to  my  office  that  the  opponents  would  be  given  the 
opportunity  on  Thursday,  is  it  all  right  now  with  you  that, 
because  I  told  them  not  to  come  here  today,  so  I  want  to  apolo- 
gize, because  I  had  no  idea  the  presentation  of  the  direct  tes- 
timony would  be  as  short  as  it  was,  so  that  they  will  come  here 
Thursday  as  agreed  by  your  office,  so  I  will  have  them  here. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record  and  on  the  advice  of 
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the  Commissioner  also,  the  Hearing  Officer  states  the  hearings 
will  be  adjourned  for  tomorrow;  there  will  be  no  hearing  tomor- 
row, but  we  will  continue  on  Thursday. 

MR.  lANNELLA:   What  time,  Mr.  Chairman? 

MR.  MORRIS:   At  10:00  o'clock;  and,  at  that  time,  we 
will  hear,  in  addition  to  those  v;ho  are  for  the  plan,  those  who 
are  against  the  plan.  You  will  have  an  opportunity,  also,  to 
examine  Mr.  Kenney  and  his  staff  on  anything  which  may  have  come 
up  to  date.   So,  the  hearing  will  still  be  an  open  hearing  in 
continuation  on  Thursday  and,  perhaps,  pretty  definitely  will  be 
continued  that  evening  at  7:00  o'clock  for  those  who  cannot  be 
here  during  the  day  on  Thursday.   So,  Thursday  will  be  considered 
still  a  full  day  of  public  hearing  on  this  proposed  development, 
regardless  of  what  time  we  adjourn  today.   Is  that  clear?   Does 
anyone  have  any  questions  about  that?   All  right,  now,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Stenotypist,  we  are  going  to  take  a  short  break 
at  this  point. 

(Recess.) 
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MR.  MORRIS:   Our  hearing  will  come  back  to  order, 
ladies  and  gentlemen.   The  hearing  will  resume  and  we  will  now 
hear  from. . .who  is  the  lady  that  wanted  to  speak?   Please  state 
your  name . 

DEIRDRE  HENDERSON 
Greater  Boston  Committee  on  the  Transportation  Crisis 

MS  HENDERSON:   My  name  is  Deirdre  Henderson;  I  reside 
at  205  Mt.  Auburn  Street,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  and  I  am  here  on 
behalf  of  the  Greater  Boston  Committee  on  the  Transportation 
Crisis,  located  at  56  Boylston  Street,  Cambridge. 

The  Greater  Boston  Committee  on  the  Transportation 
Crisis  is  a  citizen  organization  which  was  formed  four  years  ago 
to  work  toward  a  comprehensive  transportation  plan  for  the 
greater  Boston  region.   Its  membership  includes  numerous  commun- 
ity groups. 

Recently,  the  Greater  Boston  Committee  on  the  Trans- 
portation Crisis  scored  a  major  victory,  in  that  its  hard  work 
and  consistent  representation  from  local  communities  such  as 
Brookline,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury,  Lynn,  Somerville,  Hyde  Park, 
Concord,  Acton,  and  soon  convinced  Governor  Sargent  and  his 
transportation  officials  that  concentration  on  mass  transporta- 
tion and  no  further  building  of  highways  within  the  Route  128 
corridor  was  the  only  hope  for  the  future  of  Boston  and  its 
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suburbs. 

We  oppose  the  Park  Plaza  redevelopment  plan  because 
it  is  an  attempt  to  use  public  authority  for  private  profit  and 
thereby  constitutes  a  misuse  of  the  power  of  eminent  doman. 

As  a  group  mainly  concerned  with  transportation,  we 
also  see  the  project  as  running  in  direct  opposition  to  the  cur- 
rent transportation  plans  now  being  promoted  for  the  core  city. 
The  Park  Plaza  plan  v;ill,  in  our  considered  opinion,  adversely 
affect  the  traffic  and  transportation  of  this  crowded  section  of 
the  downtown  area.   It  will  add  to  existing  traffic  congestion 
on  Beacon  Street,  Boylston  Street,  the  Back  Bay,  and  Beacon 
Hill.   The  construction  of  a  3000 -car  parking  garage  will 
attract  more  unwanted  cars  into  the  city. 

The  revised  Park  Plaza  redevelopment  plan  calls 
Boston  a  'v/alking'  city  and  creates  a  mall  between  the  high-rise 
buildings,  but  it  makes  no  provision  for  added  pollutants  in  its 
plans. 

The  Park  Plaza  project  will,  furthermore,  put  an 
immediate  heavy  load  on  the  green  line  transit  system,  which  is 
already  overcrowded  by  the  new  John  Hancock  complex. 

We  appeal  to  Commissioner  Mahoney  to  turn  down  the 
Park  Plaza  development.  As  a  citizen  group,  we  can  testify  to 
the  overwhelming  displeasure  of  people  in  all  walks  of  life  and 
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in  all  income  levels  to  the  urban  renewal  projects  which,  along 
with  superhighway  construction,  have  caused  greater  disruption 
to  sound  urban  growth  and  economic  development  than  any  other 
government  program. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  respectfully  point  out  that 
organizations  such  as  the  Greater  Boston  Committee  on  the  Trans- 
portation Crisis  represent  a  strong  vocal  and  responsible  citi- 
zenry who  will  no  longer  tolerate  projects  which  pose  an  immedi- 
ate and  serious  threat  to  our  individual  freedoms  and  our  right 
to  representative  local  government. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  the  recent  transportation 
policy  urged  by  Governor  Sargent  vjas  an  exchange  for  acceptance 
of  the  Park  Plaza  project.   We  find  this  difficult  to  believe, 
and  we  are  confident  that  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs 
will  deal  with  the  merits  of  the  plan  rather  than  its  political 
feasibility.   Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.   Any  questions  of  this  wit- 
ness before  she  leaves  the  stand?   (No  response.)   If  not,  we 
will  hear  the  next  witness,  if  any. 

PETER  THOMSON 
Boston  Resident 

MR.  THOMSON:   My  name  is  Peter  Thomson;  I  live  at 
2  Bellingham  Place,  Beacon  Hill,  Boston,  Mass.   I  have  lived 
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there  in  Beacon  Hill  for  the  last  22  years. 

I  have  several  comments  to  make  and  a  couple  of 
to 
questions  I  have/put  to  you,  v;hich  I  would  hope  that  Mr.  Kenney 

would  answer  later  on. 

I  have  been  opposed  to  the  Park  Plaza  project  on  a 
personal  basis.   I  am  not  representing  anyone,  although  I  happen 
to  be  a  member  and  director  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association 
and,  also,  in  the  Friends  of  the  Public  Garden.   Hov/ever,  I  am 
not  an  official  representative  of  anyone;  I  represent  myself  and 
my  family  and  my  own  interests  and  my  observations  about  living 
in  the  City  of  Boston.   I  have  been  opposed  to  the  Park  Plaza 
project  not  because  I'm  opposed  to  seeing  the  area  developad  — ■ 
I  think  it  should  be;  it's  a  fine  area,  it  has  great  assets  — 
but  I  believe  that  the  plan  is  poor  and  it  has  been  from  the 
onset.   I  believe  that  the  area  that  is  designated  as  a  blight 
area  would  not  be  —  and  this  is  one  of  the  questions  I  am  put- 
ting before  the  committee  —  whether  or  not  parcels  4  and  5,  the 
Combat  Zone,  if  they  are  not  included  in  the  Park  Plaza  overall 
area,  whether  this  would  be  even  classified  as  a  blight  area 
under  the  law,  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be,  but  I'm  asking  that 
question,  which  must  be  asked  because,  this  morning,  when  asked 
why  that  area  was  not  developed,  Mr.  Kenney  said  it  was  not 
developed  because  they  couldn't  get  private  money  to  go  into 
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that  area  and,  therefore,  the  area,  4  and  5,  the  Combat  Zone, 
which  is  being  linked  with  the  overall  project,  is  used,  I 
believe,  as  a  subterfuge  to  make  it  overall  a  so-called  blighted 
area  and,  if  that  is  removed,  even  legally,  the  other  zones  in 
front  of  the  Public  Garden  and  the  Common,  in  my  opinion,  and 
I'm  sure  the  opinion  of  a  lot  of  other  people,  would  not  even  be 
considered  a  blighted  area,  if  you  call  it  a  blighted  area. 

I  also  would  like  to  say  this  area's  said  to  be 
blighted  and  is  going  downhill.   For  ten  years  this  area  has 
been  threatened  by  the  B.R.A.   This  is  the  area  I  am  talking 
about  primarily,  now,  in  front  of  the  Public  Garden  and  Boylston 
Street,  the  finest  part  of  the  area  which  the  developers  are 
planning  to  develop.   This  area  has  been  threatened  for  ten 
years.   People  who  own  properties  in  that  area  —  I  don't  own 
a  bit  of  property  in  that  area;  I  don't  own  any  business  inter- 
ests —  are  not  going  to  put  money  into  an  area  that  may  be 
taken  away  from  them  at  a  future  time. 

If  an  area  is  threatened  with  blight  by  a  public 
agency,  it  becomes  self-generating  and  goes  downhill.   And  I 
believe  th  a  t  this  Commission  should  realize  that  this  blight 
area,  and  that  should  be  looked  at  very  carefully,  in  many  ways 
has  been  caused  by  the  designation  of  the  B.R.A. 

Now,  I  also  have  some  other  comments  to  make.   We 
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are  told  that  this  is  important  because  it  will  create  jobs.   I 
do  not  think  that  this  is  a  basis  on  which  one  should  judge  this 
area.   We  should  judge  this  development  on  the  basis  of  what  it 
will  do  for  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  citizens  over  a  long  per- 
iod of  time,  not  whether  or  not  it  provides  construction  jobs 
for  a  small  number  of  people  for  the  next  five  or  even  ten  years. 
Because,  sooner  or  later  those  jobs  are  over.   It's  v;hether  or 
not  this  area,  as  properly  developed,  will  be  an  asset  to  the 
City  of  Boston,  to  the  citizens  living  here,  and  to  the  Common- 
wealth in  the  years  ahead,  not  whether  or  not  it  would  provide 
I  don't  care  how  many  construction  jobs  in  the  next  five  to  10 
years.  . 

Frankly,  I'd  say  this  about  that:   I  am  sympathetic 
to  people  having  construction  jobs;  there's  a  lot  of  good  con- 
struction that  needs  to  be  done  in  this  Commonv/ealth,  but  that 
that  area  to  be  developed  is  a  bad  project.   It  would  be  better 
for  these  construction  people  for  the  state,  the  Commonwealth, 
the  city,  to  pay  good  people  to  dig  an  enormous  hole  and  fill 
up  the  hole  again,  rather  than  to  have  them  creating  something 
which  will  be  a  monstrosity  in  the  future. 

I  say  this  sincerely.   I  am  not  saying  this  face- 
tiously.  It  would  be  better  to  do  that.   At  least  it  keeps 
these  men  employed  while  minds  are  thinking  up  better  ways  to 
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use  their  talents.   So,  I  say  that  is  a  specious  argument  to  say 
this  will  provide  jobs  for  construction  people.   V7e  want  them  to 
work;  there  are  good  places  for  them  to  work,  there  are  things 
for  them  to  do.   This  is  not  a  reason,  and  I  hope  the  Commission 
realizes  this  is  not  a  reason. 

I  also  would  like  to  say  that  this  is  a  duly,  legally- 
gathered  Commission.   We  are  here  to  hear  the  proponents  of  this 
$250,000,000  project.   This  meeting  hall  was  filled  with  people, 
many  who  are  opposed,  and  we  had  one  representative  for  the  pro- 
ject speak.   Essentially,  we  have  two  people  who  support  it  but 
one  official  person,  the  Director  of  the  B.R.A.,  Mr.  Kenney.   He 
gave  his  pitch,  which  we  understood.   The  developer  of  this 
$250,000,000  project  was  not  here  and  we  are  told  he  will  not  be 
here.   As  a  matter  of  fact  —  and  I  think  this  is  something  that 
should  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  this  Commission  —  the 
B.R.A.  Director,  as  a  person,  is  an  employee  of  the  City  of 
Boston  and  he  is  a  representative  of  the  people,  he's  supposed 
to  be  impartial,  just  as  this  Commission  is  impartial,  I'm  sure, 
because  it  has  done  a  fine  job  in  impartiality  in  the  past. 

This  morning,  we  witnessed  a  spectacle  where  the 
Director  of  the  B.R.A.  read  into  the  record  a  letter  which  was 
written  by  the  developer,  given  to  him  to  read  as  their  errand 
boy,  and  I  think  this  is  an  outrage,  to  see  the  Director,  a 
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public  official,  act  as  a  spokesman  for  the  developers.   The 
developers,  if  they  are  able  to  defend  this,  should  be  here  and 
defend  it  on  their  own  basis  and  not  through  letters  and  not 
through  the  B.R.A.  Director.   With  due  respect  to  Mr.  Kenney,  I 
think  this  is  a  mistake.   If  the  project  is  worthy,  even  if  you 
bungle,  you  should  support  it.   But,  frankly,  I  think  that's  a 
bungling  performance,  to  see  that  man  this  morning;  and  I  think 
we,  as  public  citizens,  are  deserving  of  more  than  that,  and  the 
Commission  deserves  more  than  that,  to  see  this  project  defended, 
if  it  can  be  defended. 

I  franJcly  believe  the  reason  they  aren't  here  is 
they  can't  defend  it,  but  that's  my  own  opinion.   I  would  say 
that  this  is  something  I  think  the  B.R.A.  should  consider.   They 
should  not  be  a  spokesman  for  the  developer. 

I  also  would  think  that,  listening  this  morning,  it 
disturbs  me  to  hear  Mr.  Kenney  say  he  spent  the  last  four  or 
five  months  working  closely  with  some  of  the  people  from  the 
Commission,  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  attempting  to 
revise  and  improve  this  project.   I  believe,  with  due  respect  to 
the  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  their  job  to  be  adjudicatory 
and  not  to  be  more  or  less  counsel  to  the  B.R.A.   If  the  B.R.A. 
and  developers  are  not  able  on  their  own  to  come  up  with  a  pro- 
ject which  is  to  meet  the  standards,  then  that's  their  tough  luck. 
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I  do  not  believe  the  committee  should  use  its  time  or  its  offi- 
cials or  its  personnel  to  help  them  get  something  across,  because, 
after  all,  the  public  here  doesn't  have  that  same  benefit,  I  can 
assure  you,  although  the  Commission  has  been  very  helpful  and  it 
has  responded  to  all,  I  think,  letters  that  people  have  written, 
et  cetera. 

I  have  a  couple  of  other  comments  to  make.   I  under- 
stand there  is  a  study  on  the  Combat  Zone  made  sometime  ago  last 
summer,  which  I  do  not  believe  has  been  submitted  in  evidence, 
sent  to  the  B.R.A.,  and  I  believe  this  should  be  put  in  evidence 
here.   I  only  know,  about  it  by  innuendo,  but  I  believe  that  it 
should  be,  because  I  think  it  is  a  very  germane  thing  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  whole  issue  of  the  Combat  Zone  is... in  other 
words,  how  charged  and  emotional  this  is,  because  I  think  it's 
important  to  have  it  on  record,  and  l  am  going  to  ask  you  to  ask 
the  B.R.A.  if  such  a  report  has  been  made  and,  if  so,  whether  or 
not  it  can  be  made  available  to  the  Commission. 

I  would  like  to  say,  also,  that  I  believe  that  the 
Commission  has  been  very  exemplary  in  its  supporting  the  public 
interest  in  this  particular  issue  since  last  year.   I  went  to 
the  first  hearing,  and  I  believe  that  they  are,  in  fact,  doing 
their  job  to  see  to  it  that  the  law  is  enforced.   I  won't  go 
into  eminent  domain,  because  other  people  more  competent  than  I  . 
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will  speak  on  that,  but  I  would  like  to  submit  in  evidence  a 
letter  which  I  wrote  to  the  Governor  two  months  ago... I  received 
a  reply  December  20th. .. in  opposition  to  it.   I  spoke  as  a  pri- 
vate citizen  again,  giving  my  reasons  for  opposing  it.   Just  as 
I  feel  he  has  been  sympathetic  towards  citizens  and  towards  their 
needs  in  the  city,  expansion  of  the  airport,  expansion  of  all 
that  has  to  be  considered  in  terms  of  citizens,  the  Park  Plaza 
project  has  to  be  considered  in  terms  of  its  effect  on  residents 
in  the  City  of  Boston,  Beacon  Hill,  Back  Bay,  South  End,  and 
elsewhere,  and  not  just  those  who  are  living  outside  the  city 
and  come  in  and  work,  even  if  they  are  presidents  of  life  insur- 
ance corapanies,  et  cetera,  with  due  respect  to  the  president  of 
the  life  insurance  company,  whose  testimony  was  given  this  morn- 
ing by  letter.   He  is  not  a  resident  of  the  City  of  Boston  and 
I  don't  think  he  can  really  understand  what  it  is  living  right 
down  in  the  heart  of  the  city,  and  I 'm  sure  the  bulk  of  the 
people  who  live  in  the  heart  of  the  city  are  essentially  opposed 
to  this  project  as  it  is  formulated. 

So,  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Governor  to  this  effect 
and  I  received  this  reply,  which  I  would  like  to  put  this  letter 
in  evidence.   I  would  like  to  have  the  letter  back.   You  may 
have  a  copy  made,  whatever  is  better  for  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:    ^.^Thich  do  you  want  to  do? 
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MR.  THOMSON:   Can  I  read  it? 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  send  you  the  original  back. 

MR.  THOMSON:   It  just  says: 

Dear  Mr.  Thomson: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter  concerning 
Park  Plaza. 

MR.  THOMSON:   This  is  December  20,  1972,  Francis  W. 

Sargent,  Governor,  The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  Executive 

Department.   It  says: 

A  revised  plan  has,  indeed,  been  submitted 
to  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  and  I 
have  indicated  that  it  meets  the  objections  I 
had  to  the  original  plan  submitted  last  spring. 

MR.  THOMSON:   However,  he  goes  on  to  say: 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  revisions  have 
received  formal  approval,  however,  as  the  new 
plan  must  be  subjected  to  public  hearings.   I  am 
confident  that  full  public  scrutiny  will  be  pos- 
sible before  final  approval  is  granted,  and  I  can 
assure  you  that  approval  will  not  be  granted  for 
a  project  that  does  not  meet  the  social  and 
environmental  needs  of  the  City  of  Boston  and  its 
citizens. 

With  best  wishes.  Sincerely,  Francis  Sargent. 

I  would  like  to  submit  this  as  an  expression  of  what 
the  Governor  said  on  the  20th  of  December,  1972,  and  that  is 
essentially  the  sum  of  my  testimony. 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  witness  has  read  into  the  record  a 
letter,  naturally,  from  the  Governor,  addressed  to  Peter  Thomson, 
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Thomson  Associates,  2  Bellingham  Place,  Boston,  Massachusetts, 
dated  December  20th,  1972,  and  we  will  label  it  for  identifica- 
tion as  Exhibit  No.  18;  and  we  will  see  that  you  get  this  returned 
to  you  personally,  as  soon  as  some  of  the  photostats  are  made,  so 
it  can  be  attached  to  the  record. 

MR.  THOMSON:   Thank  you  very  much. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  18.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   Before  you  leave,  this  morning  you 
raised  several  questions.   At  the  time,  I  don't  know  whether  Mr. 
Kenney  was  here.   One  of  your  questions  was  about  why  one  part 
of  the  plan  was  the  starting  point  rather  than  another  part  of 
the  plan.   Now,  do  you  have  any  other  specific  questions? 
Because,  he  is  here  now. 

MR.  THOMSON:   The  specific  question  I  asked  was,  if 
the  combat  Zone  area,  I  believe  those  are  parcels  4  and  5,  were 
not  included  with  the  other  parcels,  1,  2,    and  3,  would  the 
whole  plan,  the  whole  area,  in  fact,  be  considered  a  blighted 
area;  in  other  words,  would  1,  2,  and  3  classify  as  blighted... 
And  I  use  these  terras.  The  legal  terms  I  am  not  familiar  with. 
how  they  define  this  term,  1,  2,  and  3,  be  blighted,  if  4  and  5 
were  not  thrown  in  there? 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  answer  to  the  question  is  whether 
the  first  three  parcels,  whether  over  20  percent  of  the  buildings 
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were  substandard  warranting  clearance.  Within  the  three  surveys 
that  were  made,  23  buildings,  or  roughly  33  percent  of  the  build- 
ings are  substandard,  warranting  clearance.  In  addition,  there 
are  another  25  buildings  that  are  blighting  influences;  so  that, 
the  net  total  effect  is  somewhat  over  60  percent,  with  the  legal 
requirements  under  state-aided  projects,  rather  than  under  priv- 
ately-funded projects  being  50  percent. 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:   We  can't  hear  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Well,  Mr.  Kenney  is  trying  to  answer 
the  witness'  question,  and  some  of  the  people  can't  quite  hear 
you,  so,  will  you  stand,  Mr.  Kenney,  if  you  don't  mind,  behind 
the  gentleman,  and  face  the  audience  so  they  can  be  in  this  lit- 
tle exchange  of  opinions. 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  question  was.  Would  parcels  A,  B, 
and  C,  or  Park  Square,  qualify  as  substandard  by  themselves, 
without  incorporating  the  Combat  Zone ;  and  the  answer  to  that 
question  is.  Yes,  abiding  by  the  regulations  set  by  the  state 
for  state-aided  projects,  then  we  must  bear  in  mind  this  is  not 
a  state-aided  project  —  we  wish  it  were  —  23  buildings,  or 
approximately  30  percent  —  33  percent  —  of  the  buildings  are 
substandard  warranting  clearance.   An  additional  26  buildings 
are  buildings  with  blighting  influences,  bringing  the  total 
number  of  buildings  blighting  and  substandard  up  to  approximately 
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j50  percent.   So,  the  area  in  and  of  itself  qualifies  as  sub- 
standard and  blighted. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Does  that  answer  your  question? 

MR.  THOMSON:   That  answers  that.   I  have  two  more 
questions  along  the  same  line  there. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Go  ahead,  Mr.  Thomson. 

MR.  THOMSON:   The  other  one,  then,  is:   Who  made  the 
survey?   who  determined  whether  these  buildings  were  blighted? 
What  agency,  firm,  or  et  cetera?   How  was  this  determined? 

MR.  KENNEY:   In  1954,  Charles  T.  Main  Company  was 
hired  by  the  Authority  to  survey  the  buildings.   In  1970,  the 
Authority's  engineers  updated  the  original  survey.   And,  in  '72, 
Charles  T.  Main  Company  went  out  and  resurveyed  several  buildings 
that  were  under  question.   So  that,  on  file,  there  is  an  indi- 
vidual sheet  on  each  building  indicating  the  reasons  why  it  was 
classified  the  way  it  was. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Thomson,  further  questions? 

MR.  THOMSON:  One  more  question.  You  found  that,  by 
declaring  an  area  a  blighted  area,  people  will  develop  it  all  in 
any  way,  at  that  time?  After  you  declared  it  a  blighted  area  or 
after  the  B.R.A.  declared  it  a  blighted  area? 

MR.  MORRIS:   What  is  the  question?   I  don't  under- 
stand it. 
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MR.  THOMSON:   I  raise  the  point  that  once  an  area  has 
been  called  a  blighted  area... 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Thomson,  not  to  cut  you  off,  but 
we  must  have  a  precise  question  for  the  record.   T'/hat  is  the 
question? 

MR.  THOMSON:   The  question  is:   After  an  area  has 
been  declared  a  blighted  area  by  the  B.R.A.,  has  the  B.R.A. 
ever  found  the  area  will  go  uphill  or  does  it  continue  to  go 
downhill? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Is  that  your  question? 

MR.  KENNEY:   Well,  I  think  the  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion is  the  area  was  determined  to  be  blighted  in  1964  ana  there 
have  been  several  attempts  at  development  in  the  area  but  noth- 
ing has  taken  place,  and  that  is  certainly  one  of  the  factors 
that  we're  most  concerned  with.   There' are  vacant  parking  lots 
there.   There  has  been  no  major  construction  over  the  past,  well, 
since  1930,  so  that  the  fact  that  it's  blighted,  the  mere  fact 
it's  declared  blighted,  does  not  necessarily  bring  development. 
In  fact,  it's  one  of  the  findings  that  has  already  been  made, 
the  fact  there  is  a  need  for  public  involvement  in  order  to 
encourage  and  to  provide  development  in  this  area. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Thomson  asked  one  other  question 
which  the  Chair  is  mindful  of  about  a  study  done  on  the  Combat 
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Zone. 

MR.  THOMSON:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   An  alleged  study,  some  study,  and  you 
asked  if  the  committee,  at  least,  during  the  proceedings,  if 
that  could  be  incorporated  in  the  record  from  a  citizen's  point 
of  view.   Does  that  exist  as  a  possibility? 

MR.  KENNEY:   We  have  not  completed  that  study.   We 
were  analyzing  the  businesses  in  the  Combat  Zone,  the  history, 
where  they  came  from,  the  building  conditions.   We  have  a  number 
of  maps  that  have  indicated  the  historical  development  of  that 
area,  but  we  do  not  have  a  conclusive  study  at  this  point. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Does  that  answer  your  question? 

MR.  THOMSON:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  further  questions  of  the  witness? 
(No  response.)   If  not,  we  recognize  the  gentleman  in  the  back. 

MR.  DONALD  GROW:  My  name  is  Donald  Grow;  I  am  a 
business  owner  in  the  Park  Square  area.  I  have  one  question 
for  Mr.  Kenney.   I  wasn't  too  sure  in  the  way  he  asked  it. 

MR.  MORRIS:   What's  the  question? 

MR.  GROW:   He  said  there  were  23  buildings  that  were 
substandard,  and  I  don't  know  whether  he  meant  in  parcels  1,  2, 
3,  4,  and  5,  or  1,  2,  and  3. 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  said  parcels  1,  2,  and  3.   The  figures 
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that  I  gave  only  referred  to  the  buildings  in  parcels  A,  B,  and 
C,  or,  1,  2,  and  3. 

MR.  GROW:   Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  other  questions?   The  gentleman 
here. 

MR.  HOLT:   Yes,  I  have  a  question  for  Mr.  Kenney. 
My  name  is  John  Holt;  I  am  a  resident  of  Boston, and  a  tenant  in 
308  Boylston  Street. 

Is  it  set  down  with  any  precision  somewhere  on  what 
grounds  a  building  is  declared  to  be  (a)  substandard  or  (b)  a 
blighting  influence?   And,  if  a  building  is  so  declared,  is  there 
any  way  that  the  property  owner  can  defend  himself  against  that 
charge  or  is  he  guilty,  if  charged? 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  criteria  used  was  set  down  in 
detail  in  our  resubmission.   The  criteria  of  the  buildings  that 
are  substandard  warranting  clearance,  there  have  to  be  two  sub- 
stantial structural  defects — sagging  floors,  major  problems 
with  the  roof,  cracks  in  the  mortar,  settlement  in  the  founda- 
tion; blighting  influences  are  less  substantial.   In  some  cases 
it  may  be  a  building  has  one  structural  deficiency,  but  because 
of  lot  sizes,  because  of  uneven  street  patterns,  there  are  a 
number  of  other  factors  that  go  into  that,  but  all  of  the  cri- 
teria that  we  use  are  set  down  in  our  submission  ,  in  the  summary 
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of  the  day  that  we  submit  it. 

Obviously,  at  this  point  in  time,  I  don't  think  it 
does  any  value  to  discuss  a  specific  building,  because  I  don't 
think  it's  fair  to  the  owner  of  the  building,  but  each  building 
was  analyzed. 

MR.  HOLT:   May  I  ask  another  question  on  this  same 
point.   If  it  was  determined  in  1964  that  these  buildings  were 
substandard,  what  were  the  criteria  used  then?   I  don't  under- 
stand you.   In  other  words,  I  don't  understand  your  answer  that 
the  criteria  are  in  the  resubmitted  report. 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  criteria  are  substantially  the  same 
in  '64,  '70,  and  '72 — sagging  floors,  foundation  probleni<=!. 

MR.  HOLT:   Were  those  criteria  generally  available? 
Is  this  a  matter  of  law  or  simply  the  judgment  of  the  department? 
I  ask  the  question,  because,  quite  obviously,  if  a  bunch  of 
property  owners  in  an  area  have  their  buildings  declared  sub- 
standard, the  ground  is  prepared  for  them  to  be  yanked  out  from 
under  them,  so  it  would  be  of  some  interest  to  me,  if  I  owned  a 
building,  to  find  out  who  was  making  these  judgments  and  whether 
I  could  appeal  from  them.   I  think  this  is  a  devastating  find- 
ing, obviously;  you  know. 

MR.  KENNEY:   That's  a  finding,  of  course,  that's 
required  in  accordance  with  the  regulations.   And  I  think  the 
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determination  of  the  Redevelopment  Authority  when  they  made  the 
determination  that  this  area  was  blighted  and  warranted  urban 
renewal,  that  there  are  other  factors,  there  are  the  environ- 
mental blighting,  the  use  of  blight,  that  is  ver^  evident  in  the 
area,  but  the  fact  that  these  building  conditions  have  lasted 
for  a  long  time  and  that  there  has  been  no  large-scale,  I  would 
say,  but,  even,  you  know,  there  hasn't  been  any  substantial 
restoration  evidence,  there's  been  no  new  construction  in  the 

area,  old  buildings  have  been  torn  down  and  vacant  lots  remain, 

a 
so  that  it's/pretty  complete  overview  of  the  whole  area,  but 

the  specific  determinations  are  the  ones  that.  I  was  mentioning 

to  you. 

KATHERINE  G.  BINGHAM:   I  have  a  question  for  Mr. 
Kenney.   I'm  Katherine  G.  Bingham;  I  have  lived  in  Boston  most 
of  my  life,  except  when  I  travel,  and  I  want  to  know  where  the 
missing  link,  Mr.  Zuckerman,  is.   Why  isn't  he  testifying  here? 
What's  the  matter  with  him;  doesn't  he  dare  show  his  face?   I 
want  an  answer. 

MR.  KENNEY:   Well,  I  think  that  when  we  were  spend- 
ing time  with  the  City  Council,  that  Mr.  Zuckerman  spent  hours 
testifying  before  the  Council,  and  there's  no  question  that  the 
developer  will  also  be  here.   He's  not  here  today.   We  prepared 
a  statement.   And  I  resent  the  implication  of  being  an  errand 
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boy,  not  too  seriously,  but  we  represent  the  development  inter- 
ests in  this  city,  but  there's  no  attempt  to  hide  the  developer 
at  all.   He'll  be  here. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Next  question.   Please  address  your 
questions  to  the  Chair.   After  all,  he  is  a  witness,  so  let's  be 
fair  about  it.   Everyone  who  wants  to  speak  will  identify  them- 
selves and  come  up.   So,  let's  avoid  the  collective  rebuttals  of 
Mr.  Kenney.   The  lady  back  there,  your  name,  please? 

MRS.  SWIFT:   I  live  at  Berkeley  and  Marlboro.   Mr. 
Kenney,  if  everybody  scurried  around  and  fixed  up  the  cracks  in 
those  buildings,  would  the  blighting  effects  still  keep  the 
buildings  condemned  or  substandard? 

MR.  KENNEY:   No. 

MRS.  SWIFT:   I  mean,  could  they  patch  them  up  now 
and  ruin  the  whole  program? 

MR.  KENNEY:   No,  we  think  not.   I  think,  as  I  men- 
tioned, their  use  factors,  there  are  substantial  structural 
defects  that,  I'm  sure,  it's  uneconomical  to  repair  some  of  them. 
There  are  sagging  floors  and  serious  problems  in  roofs,  cracks 
in  sidewalls.   No,  it's  not  just  simply  a  rehabilitation  of 
existing  buildings.   But,  by  the  same  token,  that  has  not  taken 
place  since  1954.   There's  no  question  that  the  uses  in  the  area, 
a  substantial  number  of  the  uses,  are  a  high  proportion  of 
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liquor  licenses.   These  all  add  to  the  general  blight  in  the  area. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  other  questions?   Go  ahead,  the  lady 
over  on  the  left. 

MS.  PRISCILLA  BARTEVIAN:   I  am  Priscilla  Bartevian, 
at  160  Boylston  Street,  next  to  the  Steinway  Piano  Building.   I 
would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Kenney  why  the  B.R.A.  is  so  concerned  with 
the  Park  Plaza,  so-called  Park  Plaza  area,  and  its  substandard 
condition  when  the  block  just  above  it  has  exactly  the  same  con- 
dition, parking  lots  where  buildings  are  taken  down  and  not 
developed,  many  substandard  buildings,  many  buildings  considered 
to  be  partially  blighted.   This  is  a  block  where  the  fire 
appeared  last  night,  as  a  matter  of  fact.   And  the  reason  I  men- 
tion this  is  because  we  were  a  tenant  in  the  building  there 
owned  —  in  a  block  of  buildings  that  are  owned  by  the  Berenson 
Corporation.   All  of  their  buildings  are  substandard  by  the  city's 
regulation;  all  of  their  buildings  are  condemned.   The  one  we 
were  in  was  forced  to  be  taken  down  at  the  time  of  the  Vendome 
fire. 

Vfhy   is  the  Berenson  Corporation  not  being  permitted 
to  build  on  that  land,  instead  of  leaving  those  buildings;  and 
why  is  the  Back  Bay  Association  refusing  to  have  high-rise 
buildings  built  in  that  block?   Because  of  the  blocking  of  the 
sun  and  the  wind  factor  and  the  lowering  of  the  water  table  and 


127 


all  those  ecology  reasons?   T'Thy  is  that  block  being  permitted  to 
go  in  its  substandard  condition  and  other  blocks  contingent  to 
this  parcel  area  when  all  the  focus  is  being  put  on  the  area 
called  Park  Plaza? 

MR.  MORRIS:   That  is  a  lengthy  question.   Do  you 
understand  the  question  or  the  general  thing  that  the  lady  is 
asking? 

MR.  KENNEY:   Yes,  I  do. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  want  to  respond? 

MR.  KENNSY:   You  are  referring  to  the  block  between 
Arlington  and  Berkeley  Streets? 

MS.  BARTEVIAN:   Right. 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  think,  and  I'm  speaking  from  memory 

now,  that  I  don't  know  of  any  parking  lots  on  that  block  on 

Boylston  Street.   One  of  the  principles,  of  course,  of  the  Park 

a 
Plaza  development  is  that  there  are/substantial  number  of  strong 

businesses;  we  don't  have  the  high  proportion  of  liquor  licenses 
in  the  block  from  Arlington  to  Berkeley  that  we  certainly  have  in 
the  Park  Square  area.   We're  quite  optimistic  that  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Park  Plaza  project,  with  its  infusion  of  three  to 
four  thousand  people  living  in  the  area,  that  it  will  add  econ- 
omic vitality  to  the  shops  in  that  area,  and  we  feel  that  Park 
Plaza  will  certainly  strengthen  the  Back  Bay  business  community 
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and  the  Newbury  Street  shops  and  the  Newbury  Street  retail  area. 

We  feel  that  there's  no  need  to  take  down,  you  know, 
we  have  no  desire  and  no  need,  and  it  would  be  totally  inapprop- 
riate, to  make  the  project  any  larger  than  was  necessary  for 
development. 

Now,  you  speak  about  the  discussion  in  the  Back  Bay 
about  high-rise.   And  several  years  ago,  that  was  a  very  heated 
discussion;  there  was  great  community  involvement  and  the  com- 
munity wanted  to  have  and  wanted  to  restrict  high-rise  in  the 
Back  Bay  to  prevent  land  speculation  and  to  prevent  a  deteriora- 
tion of  the  housing  and  to  insure  that  it  was  a  strong  residen- 
tial community.   Now,  as  part  of  that,  it  was  recommended  that 
high-rise  be  restricted  to  the  high  spine  of  the  city.   The  high 
spine  of  the  city  is  an  urban  design  concept  developed  by  the 
leading  architects  in  the  city  years  ago,  and  that's  to  restrict 
high-rise  development  to  roughly  the  spine,  from  the  Prudential 
Center  down  Boylston  Street,  down  into  the  downtown  community. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  that.   It  moves 
it  away  from  the  Commonwealth  Ave.  and  the  Back  Bay  residential 
community.   There  is  rapid  transit  service.   And  it  was  felt  to 
be  the  appropriate  place  for  high-rise  development  in  the  city. 

MS.  BARTEVIAN:   Then,  may  I  then  summarize  his 
answer  to  be  that  the  objection  is  not  substandard  buildings 
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but  liquor  licenses? 

MR.  MORRIS:  Well,  I  didn't  hear  him  say  that.  If 
you  want  to  say  that,  all  right,  if  you  want  to  rebut  that;  if 
not,  the  lady  in  the  back  there.  State  your  name,  please,  for 
the  record . 

MS.  HELEN  E.  GOODNOW:   Helen  E.  Goodnow,  Park  Square 
area.   I  have  one  sentence  and  one  question.   There  is  only  one 
blight  in  Boston  and  that's  the  B.R.A.   Close  them  up  and  give 
Boston  a  chance  to  recover. 

The  question  is:   Everybody's  assessed  value  build- 
ing is  published  with  the  amount  of  tax  they  pay.   When  are  we 
to  be  informed  of  the  amount  of  taxes  th^it  Prudential  and  the 
limited  dividend  corporations  pay?  You  cannot  find  it  out.   No 
government  department  will  tell  you.   VJhy  is  it  a  secret? 

MR.  MORRIS:  Did  you  get  the  question,  Mr.  Kenney? 
It's  not  really  relevant  to  Park  Plaza. 

MS.  GOODNOW:   It  is  not  relevant? 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  point  is  —  I  am  addressing  Mr. 
Kenney  —  your  question  referred  to  the  tax  income  from  the  121A 
corporation.  Prudential. 

MS.  GOODNOW:  All  they  do  is  talk  about  increasing 
the  tax  base. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Let  him  answer,  if  he  wishes  to  be 
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responsive.   Today,  he  is  here  representing  Park  Plaza.   My  only 
point  is,  in  fairness  to  him,  if  the  question  can  be  answered  by 
Mr.  Kenney,  fine,  but  he  may  have  to  ask  someone  in  connection 
with  the  Prudential  theory  to  give  the  answer  to  how  much  taxes 
are  coming  from  the  Prudential. 

Mr.  Kenney,  do  you  get  the  question? 

MR.  KENNEY:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record,  I  have  interpreted  the 
lady's  question,  if  you  allow  me.   If  he  knows  the  answer,  he  can 
give  a  responsive  answer. 

MS.  GOODNOT-7:   If  he  can't  answer  it,  where  do  we  find 
the  ans^ver? 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  try  to  find  out  in  a  minute, 
madam.   First,  let's  see  if  he  can  answer  it. 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  ansv;er,  in  terms  of  Park  Plaza,  is 
a  point  I  made  in  my  opening  remarks,  and  I  think  it's  one  that 
is  important  enough  to  be  repeated,  and  that  is,  there  is  no  tax 
deal,  there  is  no  tax  arrangement  on  Park  Plaza  at  this  point 
and  there  is  not  going  to  be  one.   Park  Plaza  will  be  taxed  at 
the  same  proportionate  rates  that  other  new  developments  in  the 
city  are  taxed  at.   And  I  think  there  are  a  number  of  varying 
rates.   It's  20  percent  for  housing,  23  percent  for  commercial, 
but  there  is  no  question  that  this  is  going  to  be  taxed  like  any 
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other  new  development.   And  I  don't  know  the  specifics  of  the 
Prudential  arrangement,  but  it's  substantially  along  the  lines 
that  I  have  talked  about. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right. 

MS.  GOODNOW:   That  doesn't  answer  it. 

MR.  MORRIS :   The  only  answer  we  can  try  to  give  you 
is  that  apparently  taxes  paid  under  an  excise  tax  arrangement 
would  go  to  the  Commonwealth  and  then  be  reimbursed  to  the  city 
or  town  where  that  development  is.   So,  the  first  place  you  would 
try  to  seek  that  information  would  be  from  the  Commissioner  of 
Corporations  and  Taxation  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

MS.  GOODNOW:   There  is  nobody  there.   I  have  been  to 
seven  different  departments,  city,  state,  and  so  forth,  and  they 
will  give  no  information.   Why  should  they  be  exempt  and  the  rest 
of  us  published? 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  agree.   If  you  want  more  information, 
we  will  see  if,  in  the  meantime,  between  now  and  the  next  hearing 
on  Thursday,  we  can  find  out  that  information  to  help  you  out. 
Right  now,  there  doesn't  appear  to  be  anyone  who  can  give  a  con- 
clusive answer  to  where  you  can  find  out  how  much  Prudential 
paid,  say,  last  year  on  taxes  for  the  tower  that  we  know  exists 
there. 

MR.  KENNEY:   I  should  point  out  that  a  substantial 
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portion  of  that  information  is  considered  by  the  Assessor  to  be 
confidential,  because  it  deals  with  the  business  revenue  of  a 
particular  business,  and  it  is  certainly  not  appropriate  data  to 
be  open  to  the  public. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Well,  that's  information.   We  will  take 
that  into  consideration.   The  lady  back  there  who  had  her  hand 
raised,  first. 

.MS.  MARJORIE  REDGATE :   Gentlemen,  my  name  is  Marjorie 
Redgate,  276  Chestnut  Hill  Ave.,  in  Brighton,  and  I  was  wondering 
if  you  gentlemen  have  ever  taken  into  consideration  the  aspects 
of  morality  in  this.   Do  you  really  feel  that  you  have  the  right 
to  take  somebody  else's  property  and  give  it  to  someone  else? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Was  that  a  question  to  Mr.  Kenney? 

MS.  REDGATE:   That  could  cover  any  one  of  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Well,  we'll  take  note  of  your  question. 
It's  obvious  that  we  are  here  to  determine  under  the  law  the 
feasibility  of  an  urban  renewal  project.   And  I'm  quite  sure  the 
Commissioner  takes  note  of  your  comment.   Any  other  witness?   Do 
you  have  a  question,  Mr.  Holt? 

MR.  HOLT:   Yes.   I  would  like  Mr.  Kenney  to  clarify 
for  me  his  very  recent  statement  that  Park  Plaza  would  be  taxed 
on  the  same  basis  as  any  other  new  development.   I  don't  know 
whether  that  means  that  new  developments  are  taxed  on  a  different 


133 


basis  from  buildings,  of  older  buildings,  or  not.   It  leaves  me 
in  some  confusion  still. 

MR.  KENNEY:   Old  buildings,  according  to  law,  are 
taxed  on  their  fair  cash  value.   In  terms  of  new  construction, 
its  fair  cash  value  is  determined  by  a  percentage  of  the  gross 
income . 

MR.  HOLT:   Of  what  gross  income? 

MR.  KENNEY:   The  gross  income  produced  by  that  building. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  other  questions?   The  gentleman  in 
the  back  standing  up. 

MR.  JOHN  GREATOREX:   My  name  is  John  Greatorex  and 
I  live  at  is  Mead  Street.   I'm  up  here  to  oppose  this  and  hope, 
perhaps,  you  will  hear  us,  if  nobody  else  in  the  City  Council 
hears  us,  in  regards  to  the  B.R.A.   I  was  always  brought  up  that 
when  urban  renewal  was  to  be  acted  upon,  ever  since  I  was  young, 
was  only  for  the  betterment  of  making  a  highway  or  a  school,  for 
the  betterment  of  the  communities,  not  to  take  people's  property 
and  give  it  to  the  favorite  few,  such  as  we  have  here  on  top  of 
the  new  City  Hall,  which  I  always  say  is  the  biggest  hockshop 
in  the  City  of  Boston,  which  is  urban  renewal. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Are  you  speaking  to  Park  Plaza,  now? 

MR.  GREATOREX:   That  is  what  I  am  opposed  to.   I,  as 
a  taxpayer,  am  against  it.   That's  why  I'm  using  my  own  doings 
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with  the  urban  renewal,  what  they  have  done  to  me  in  the  City  of 
Boston,  what  they  have  done  as  a  homeowner  in  my  property,  to 
give  it  to  other  people  that  they  want,  which  I  think  is  unfair, 
positively  unfair,  when  they  tell  you  they  give  you  a  fair  mar- 
ket value  for  your  home  or  relocate  you.   It's  just  a  lot  of 
baloney.   I  know.   I  can  prove  it  to  you  by  hundreds  of  people 
in  Charlestown.   And  that's  all  I  can  say,  is  I'm  hoping  I  can 
be  heard  now  by  you  people,  because  there  was  a  City  Councillor 
here  before  me  when  I  waited  patiently  for  him  to  be  heard,  that 
when  we  in  Charlestown  tried  to  be  heard  in  the  City  Council,  he 
said  we  only  had  five  minutes,  but  I  noticed  he  had  about  an 
hour  and  a  half,  or  at  least  an  hour,  the  same  man  that  didn't 
give  us  a  chance  to  be  heard  but  shut  the  doors  in  your  face. 

Now,  I 'm  asking  you,  as  a  taxpayer,  to  give  us  at 
least  a  fair  shake  in  the  state  here,  that  we  can  own  our  home. 
There's  nothing  wrong  with  our  home.   Nobody  has  a  right  to  steal 
my  property  and  give  it  to  somebody  else.   If  it's  for  a  school, 
I  won't  complain,  but  for  a  highway,  yes,  if  it's  for  the  bene- 
fit of  my  community,  but  not  to  give  it  to  these  guys  here 
because  they  happen  to  have  a  favorite  few  here  they  want  to 
take  care  of  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

I 'm  a  truck  driver  around  here  for  31  years;  I  can 
see  what  they're  doing  to  this  city,  and  if  they  want  to  help 
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this  city,  these  people  here,  to  .give  the  Park  Plaza  here,  is  to 
let  them  go  out  to  Roxbury  where  the  land  is  already,  show  the 
people  they  want  to  make  a  beautiful  place  for  them.   They  don't 
have  to  tear  any  property  down.   I 'm  a  taxpayer  up  to  here  pay- 
ing taxes. 

The  Mayor  himself  in  the  city  said  he's  going  to  cut 
back;  still,  he's  going  right  behind  our  back.   And  this  beauti- 
ful property  over  here  in  the  back  of  the  Public  Garden  here. 
To  who?   To  who?   For  what?   I  say  it's  a  moral  disgrace  in  this 
city,  and  as  soon  as  this  government  here  investigates  the  urban 
renewal  in  Boston, "the  happiest  person  I'll  be,  and  I  hope  I 
live  l.-,.   _  '"      S     '■"  ''  '"  "^  '  ■'■— ^  ccmaone  v;ho  will  answer  our 
prayers  in  Charlestown  and  what  urban  renewal  has  done  to  the 
City  of  Boston. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  listening  to  me. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right.   There  was  a  gentleman  who 
came  in  and  wanted  to  be  heard.   Who  was  that  gentleman?   Are 
you  ready  to  make  your  presentation? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Kenney.   Mr.  Kenney  will  be  here,  as 
he  promised,  throughout  the  hearings,  so  he'll  be  here  Thursday; 
is  that  right,  Mr.  Kenney,  you  will  be  here  presumably  Thursday? 

MR.  KENNEY:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Or  some  part  of  it,  at  least,  for 
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further  questioning.  And,  if  possible,  there  has  been  a  copy  of 
a  request  for  Mr.  Zuckerman  to  make  an  appearance  at  some  point, 
if  that's  possible. 

MR.  KENNEY:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:^   I'm  quite  sure  you  are  taking  notes  of 

it.   State  your  name. 

PAUL  E.  PRINDLE 

Vice  President  and  Director, 
Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay 

MR.  PRINDLE:   My  name  is  Paul  Prindle;  I 'm  a  vice- 
president  and  director  of  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the 
Back  Bay.   The  Neighborhood  Association  numbers  about  1,000  mem- 
bers, covers  32  square  blocks,  represents  about  20,000  people. 
That's  point  No.  1. 

Point  No.  2.   On  September  14,  1971,  the  Neighborhood 
Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  through  its  directors,  gave  condi- 
tional approval  to  the  Park  Plaza  project.   The  conditions  were 
that  v;e  receive  a  written  communique  as  regards  the  financial 
plans  and  the  so-called  environmental  impact  to  cover  such  top- 
ics as.  No.  1,  relocation;  No.  2,  effect  on  the  surrounding 
neighborhood,  such  as  Bay  Village,  Beacon  Hill,  Back  Bay;  No.  3, 
effect  on  current  businesses  in  the  Back  Bay  and  particularly 
Newbury  and  Boylston  Streets;  No.  4,  proof  of  decadence  and 
blight,  the  buildings  in  the  project;  No.  5,  effect  on  the 
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Public  Garden,  including  shadow  and  wind  studies;  and.  No.  5, 
traffic  and  parking  effects. 

As  of  January  11th  at  5:00  p.m.,  we  had  received 
nothing  of  any  substance;  and,  in  fact,  I  believe  nothing.   On 
January  11th  —  the  same  day  —  at  6:30  p.m.,  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors of  the  Neighborhood  Association  voted  unanimously  to  pass 
the  following  motion: 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Neighborhood 
Association  of  the  Back  Bay  withdraws  its  initial 
conditional  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza  Project  and 
opposes  the  Plan  as  it  now  stands. 

2'iR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  have  any  questions  of  Mr.  Prindle 
on  his  statement,  which  he  has  read  into  the  record?   (No 
response.)   If  not,  we  thank  you  for  that  presentation. 
MR.  PRINDLE:   Thank  you. 

MARK  COHEN 
President  of  Leed's  -  Boston 
MR.  COHEN:   My  name  is  Mark  Cohen;  I  am  president  of 
Leed's  at  280  Boylston  Street,  and  I  also  run  two  Pappagallo 
Shops  in  Chestnut  Hill  and  Newbury  Street;  I  am  also  a  former 
president  of  the  Back  Bay  Association. 

It  has  now  been  almost  two  years  since  this  group 
and  many  others  have  had  our  first  reaction  to  the  B.R.A. 's 
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program  as  presented,  and  it  has  given  me  an  opportunity,  as  well 
as  many  other  people  here,  to  sort  of  digest  what  has  gone  on. 

I  would  like  to  speak  today  not  on  the  logistics  or 
legal  aspects  but  as  a  businessman.   Also  as  a  citizen,  residing 
on  Marlboro  Street  in  Boston.   We  have  been  in  business  in  this 
city  for  40  years.   And  I  do  not  want  to  reiterate  some  of  the 
things  I  said  at  a  previous  City  Council  meeting  or  on  the 
rebuttal  I  gave  on  Channel  5  to  the  editorial  on  Park  Plaza.   I 
would  say  to  my  fellow  citizens.  No.  1,  I  am  abhorred,  if  a  man 
like  Bob  Kenney  or  Mr.  Zuckerman  are  made  fools  of. 

No.  1,  I  feel  that  they  are  decent,  bright. . .now, 
let  me  finisU,  because  I'm  on  your  side... they  are  still  decent, 
hard-working,  and  bright  people.   They  have  their  business  to 
conduct  and  we  have  ours.  When  the  project  was  first  proposed, 
I  felt  a  2-sided  effect.   No.  1,  as  a  citizen  and  as  a  former 
president  of  the  Back  Bay  Association,  I  felt  there  was  a  need 
for  a  revitalization  in  the  city.   As  a  property  owner  and  as  a 
man  who  is  conducting  a  business,  I  felt  a  sinking  feeling  just 
by  the  announcement  of  Park  Plaza;  my  property,  which  might  have 
been  in  dollars  and  cents  worth  a  considerable  amount  of  money, 
was  immediately  cut  in  half. 

I  have  lived  through  the  last  two  years  and  I  have 
seen  my  volume  rapidly  descend.   I  am  running  a  different 
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business,  which  is  the  worst  type  of  business  that  a  retailer 
can  run.   I  will  say  that  we  have  achieved  many  victories  and  we 
have  all  sort  of  smelled  and  tasted  the  sweet  odor  of  a  victory, 
but  at  the  same  time  the  constant  smell  of  defeat  is  hanging  over 
our  heads.   The  Mayor  and  the  unions,  in  a  very  obvious  political 
reply,  called  out  10,000  construction  workers  on  a  holiday  one 
day  to  either  scare  or  frighten  the  citizens  of  this  community. 

We  are  not  politicians.   I  have  nothing  to  gain  as 
a  politician  in  this  city.   I  know  that  I  am  part  of  a  large 
group  that  is  silently  and  consistently  fighting  this  project. 
We  were  here  two  years  ago  when  we  were  very  politely  told  a 
year  from  touay  we  would  be  out,  without  any  legal  rights,  for 
the  B.R.A.  to  disclose  this  to  us.   There  was  almost  a  terror 
campaign  put  on,  in  a  sense. 

Today,  after  two  years,  I  hope  that  His  Honor,  the 
Mayor,  the  developers,  and  the  B.R.A.  realize  that  they  have  a 
very  strong  and  determined  group  of  citizens  who  will  not  be 
scared.   I  have  a  year  and  a  half  on  a  lease  to  go  with  a  5-year 
option.   The  only  question  in  my  mind  is,  do  I  leave  Boston? 
Do  I  fold  up  a  store  that's  a  very  central  part  of  the  block 
that's  to  be  destroyed? 

Mr.  Kenney  describes  the  blight  in  the  area.   I  say 
that  60  to  80  percent  of  the  city  is  in  a  blighted  condition. 
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based  on  figures.   Not  only  the  next  block.   All  I  have  to  do  is 
look  at  a  simple  lighting  and  street-paving  change  on  Cambridge 
Street  and-  I  realize  it's  an  entirely  new  district.   Places  that 
are  nothing  more  than  slop  houses  have  suddenly  taken  on  a  new 
effect.   I  look  up  by  the  library  and  the  Prudential  area  and  see 
new  lighting  in  the  area.   You  can't  recognize  the  area. 

During  the  Christmas  season,  we  were  afraid  to  keep 
the  doors  open.   There  is  no  more  night  business,  no  lighting, 
no  street  repaving,  and  the  city  is  in  a  bad  condition  in  our 
area. 

Now,  the  only  thing  I  want  to  do  in  summing  up  my 
problem,  as  well  as  yours,  is  to  say  at  this  point,  as  far  as 
I'm  concerned,  the  Mayor  and  the  B.R.A.  and  the  developers,  just 
by  the  announcement  of  this  Park  Plaza  project,  have  one  day  and 
will,  win  in  the  next  ten  years  a  very^ hollow  victory.   As  soon 
as  a  tenant  or  a  landlord  gives  up  a  piece  of  property  in  Back 
Bay,  the  Park  Plaza  area,  nothing  eLse  will  come  in.   Fly-by- 
nights  with  short  leases,  yes. 

If  I  give  up  my  establishment,  which  is  quite  con- 
siderable, I  don't  know  what  will  replace  it.   Since  the  first 
meeting  of  this  Park  Plaza  development,  I  have  opened  two  new 
shops,  one  on  Newbury  Street  and  one  in  Chestnut  Hill.   I  was 
never  approached  as  far  as  relocation;  no  one  ever  told  me 
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whGre  they  could  take  25,000  square  feet  of  business  establish- 
ment and  relocate  it  in  the  City  of  Boston.   I  believe  we  were 
approached  with  the  idea,  VTell,  we  will  throw  them  a  few  little 
cookies.   Nothing  will  ever  come  of  it.   There'll  be  no  opposi- 
tion.  You  have  had  damn  tough  opposition  and  you'll  continue  to 
get  it. 

If  I  leave  this  city,  I  will  still  oppose  it  as  a 
taxpayer  and  I  will  still  oppose  it  as  a  citizen  of  the  City  of 
Boston.   I  feel  with  the  rest  of  you,  that  a  great  moral  dis- 
favor has  been  done  to  us,  and  I  feel  that  even  if  I'm  not  a 
businessman  in  this  area,  that  I  will  continue  to  oppose  Park 
Plaza.   As  far  as  I'm  concerned,  it  will  be  very  difficult  for 
me  to  recoop  my  financial  losses  in  the  last  two  or  three  years, 
but  unless  I 'm  allowed  to  have  someone  put  a  gavel  down  and  say. 
Park  Plaza  is  dead,  go  ahead  and  fix  up  your  store,  pour  money 
back  into  the  area,  fix  up  your  street  lighting  and  your  streets, 
then,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned,  my  fellow  citizens,  we  have  won 
again  the  victory,  but  we  are  going  to  lose  this  overall  war, 
and  I  don't  know  what  the  answer  is. 

I'm  here  as  an  indignant  and  public-spirited  citizen, 
I  hope,  and  as  a  businessman,  to  say  I  am  quite  concerned  with 
my  city,  obviously;  I  am  not  planning  to  move  out  of  this  city. 
I  never  will,  and  I  hope  I  am  going  to  be  given  a  chance  to  open 
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another  establishment  either  in  this  area  or  in  the  outskirts  of 
Boston,  and  that's  just  about  what  I  would  like  to  say  today. 
But,  again,  if  I  may  sum  up,  I  feel  that,  in  talking  to  the 
developers  and  Mr.  Kenney,  I  don't  have  any  hatred  towards  them 
or  to  the  Mayor,  if  he  has  ideas  for  our  city,  but  I  do  feel 
that  they  must  realize  by  now  we're  not  going  to  run  away,  we're 
not  going  to  take  a  back  seat,  and  we  are  going' to  fight  this 
thing,  obviously,  right  to  the  bitter  end;  and  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned,  the  bitter  end,  in  its  present  identity,  is  the  end 
of  this  Park  Plaza  project.   It  has  not  changed  one  iota.   I  am 
appalled  by  what  the  newspaper  and  other  media,  the  TV  and  radio 
people,  have  been  telling  us.   There  are  no  changes  and  there's 
not  one  bit  of  difference  from  this  proposal  today  than  there 
was  given  to  us  on  scraps  of  paper  almost  two  years  ago.   Thank 
you  very  much. 

BARNEY  FRANK 
Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives 

MR.  FRANK:   My  name  is  Barney  Frank,  I  live  at  48  3 
Beacon  Street;  I'm  a  State  Representative  from  Ward  5  of  Boston. 

I'm  opposed  to  the  project  for  several  reasons,  a 
couple  of  which  I'd  just  like  to  touch  on,  one  of  which  I  feel 
is  somewhat  justified  going  into  at  length. 

The  very  general  one.   Everyone  in  general  p>ays  what 
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I  guess  is  only  really  lip  service  as  to  the  idea  that  the 
resources  available  to  us,  even  to  the  United  States,  are  not 
infinite;  that  we  do  face  a  situation  of  limited  resources  in 
this  world  and,  given  that  and  given  the  kind  of  drains  we  are 
putting  on  resources  and  the  fuel  and  energy  crisis  which  we  read 
about  every  day,  to  go  into  an  area,  some  of  the  buildings  of 
which  are  really  perfectly  capable  of  continuing  to  function, 
and  tear  them  down  en  mass,  really  makes  no  sense.   And  one  of 
the  things  we  have  got  to  do,  I  think,  is  to  begin  to  connect 
the  crisis  headlines  from  day-to-day  work. 

Things  like  the  energy  crisis  and  other  resource 
problems  that  we've  got  are  really  greatly  exasperated  by  the 
kind  of  attitude  that's  dominated  this  city  and  every  other  city 
for  a  long  time,  which  is  not  an  account  of  the  whole  resource 
question;  and  there  is  a  vast  wastage  of  quite  functional 
resources  going  on  here. 

The  second  point — comes  "ihe  job  situation.   The 
gentleman  v;ho  preceded  me  mentioned  he  didn't  see  very  many 
changes  in  the  plan.   Well,  there  is  one  change  in  the  plan  that 
might  not  be  obvious  to  him,  and  that  is  the  Southwest  Express- 
way was  dropped  from  the  plan,  and  the  relevance  of  that,  I 
think,  is  clearly  the  context  in  which  the  decision  is  being 
made  is  one  which  has  been,  I  believe,  distorted  somewhat  by  the 
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very  understandable  concern  over  the  economy  of  Massachusetts. 

Clearly,  we  are  all  in  favor  of  more  employment.   My 
fear  —  and  it's  something  which  I  perceive  dai3.y  in  the  Legis- 
lature and  something  which  I  think  we  see  embodied  in  this  Plan 
—  is  that  somewhat  uncritical  attitude  that's  developing  because 
of  people's  very  understandable  concern  with  the  economy;  and 
that,  to  a  certain  extent,  anything  anybody  proposes  to  employ 
anybody  has  a  head start. 

I'm  not  in  favor  of  unemployment.   I  didn't  vote 

that  way  last  November.   But,  what  I  don't  think  is  we  have  got 

to  drop  our  critical  function  in  deciding  on  projects  that, 

really,  we  desperately  need  to  build  something,  and  that  is  what 

about 
I  think/the  relevance  of  the  Southwest  Expressway. 

I  think  it  is  indisputable  that  the  climate  in  which 
this  decision  is  being  taken  is  heavily^  influenced  by  the  fact 
we  are  not  going  to  be  constructing  the  Southwest  Expressway, 
for  which  I  am  very  grateful.   And  part  of  the  impetus  for  this 
is  just.  Let's  just  build  something.   I  am  in  favor  of  building 
quite  a  lot — greater  expansion  of  mass  transit,  and  a  great  deal. 
There  clearly  are  an  enormous  number  of  facilities  which  we  need 
in  the  city  and  metropolitan  area  which  are  capable  of  employ- 
ing people,  and  I  think  we  can,  in  fact,  constructively  work  on 
expanding  the  economy  of  Massachusetts  without,  as  I  say. 
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dropping  our  critical  facility. 

I  think  the  registration _of  W.P.A.  was  being  criti- 
cized more  than  it  should  have  been.   The  leaf-raking  in  the 
W.P.A.  left  a  lot  less  permanent  damage  on  the  landscape.   And 
I 'm  not  opposed  to  finding  people  used  to  unemployment  in  having 
the  city  or  state  or  federal  government  being  the  employer  of 
last  resort.   I  think  there's  a  lot  more  useful  ways  of  doing  it 
than  this  one. 

The  third  and  really  very  specific  part  of  my  objec- 
tion deals  with  the  question  of  the  private  automobile.   One  of, 
I  think,  therxDst  attractive  and  happy  friends  in  public  policy 
in  this  metropolitan  area  in  the  last  few  years  has  been  the 
revolt  against  the  automobile.   The  Mayor  deserves  a  great  deal 
of  credit  for  it;  the  Governor  has  followed  and  deserves  credit 
for  it.   I  am  very  pleased  that  is  a  direction  in  which  we  are 
going.   But,  Park  Plaza  appears  to  be  an  enormous  reversal  and, 
once  again,  I  think  there  is  an  intellectual  failure  here.   There 
is  a  failure  to  connect  up  general  policy  with  specific  day-to- 
day activity,  and  you  cannot  maintain  a  general  policy  and  prin- 
ciple, and  then,  in  practice,  ignore  it. 

I  think  that  is  what  Park  Plaza  does.   One  feature 
of  Park  Plaza  is  an  enormous  parking  garage.   Now,  private  auto- 
mobiles, parking,  parking  garages,  and  if  we,  any  of  us,  are 
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serious  about  keeping  private  automobiles  out  of  the  city,  I  am 
hardpressed  to  understand  where  a  multi-thousand-car  private 
parking  facility  is  going  to  be  built  now. 

Ve   heard  at  the  time  of  the  Governor's  speech  from 
chief  executives  and  other  executives  at  both  state  and  city 
level  one  of  the  things  that  was  to  accompany  this  cutback  on 
roads  was  a  cutback  on  the  facilities  for  private  automobiles 
within  the  City  of  Boston.   Park  Plaza  goes  directly  in  the 
teeth  of  that.   It's  particularly  true,  I  think,  when  you  look 
at  the  neighborhood  we  are  talking  about.   We  are  talking  about 
attracting  several  thousand  more  cars  daily  into  one  of  the  more 
cost  congested  areas  in  the  city.   Arlington  Street  will  become 
indistinguishable  from  the  Chinese  wall  at  rush-hour  times. 
Charles  Street  will  also  get  heavy  traffic.   The  South  End.   We 
are  talking  about  very  congested  areas  and  about  drawing  a  lot 
of  traffic  in. 

In  last  Sunday's  Globe,  the  second  page  article  on 
pollution  talked,  really,  very  seriously  and  very  frighteningly 
about  the  serious  health  damage  that  is  being  done  to  residents 
of  the  City  of  Boston  by  increased  pollution  from  private  auto- 
mobiles.  Concerned  about  lead  paint?   Most  of  us  ingest  an  awful 
lot  of  lead  paint  walking  out  and  sniffing  the  air. 

Mr.  Cohen  said  he  smelled  the  sweet  smell  of  success. 
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And,  if  he  did,  that  was  the  only  sweet  smell  he  smelled  up  in 
that  part  of  town,  except  for  some  things  that  can  get  you 
arrested  for  quite  a  while.   What  we  are  now  talking  about  is  a 
project  that  is  going  to  very  much  increase  the  amount  of  poison.. 
I  mean  'poison'  quite  literally. . .that  is  poured  into  the  air  for 
residents  of  the  downtown  Boston  area  to  ingest;  and  not  just 
residents,  but  the  people  who  work  there,  people  who  shop  there. 
We  are  talking,  on  the  one  hand,  in  the  Back  Bay,  about  greatly 
increasing  the  number  of  suburban  people  who  come  in  and  shop. 
Why,  I  believe  that  the  kind  of  project  we  are  talking  about, 
with  the  impact  of  private  automobiles,  goes  counter  to  that, 
because  I  think,  v;hen  you  talk  ?.bcut  providing  Charles  Street, 
when  you  talk  about  helping  out  Boylston  Street,  bringing  in  an 
awful  lot  of  private  automobiles,  greatly  overcrowding  the  place 
a  lot  more,  is  not  the  direction  in  which  to  go. 

So,  to  summarize,  let  me  add  I  agree  with  many  of 
the  other  specifications  that  have  been  advanced  against  this 
program.   I  agree,  from  the  resource  standpoint,  to  go  in  and 
tear  down  buildings  which  are  incontestably  functional,  and 
nobody  has  claimed  that  all  of  the  buildings  being  torn  down 
there  have  to  be  torn  down.   I  think  that,  from  the  standpoint 
of  a  rational  resource  allocation  policy,  it  is  senseless. 

Secondly,  I  think  we  are  becoming  spooked  a  little  ■ 
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bit  by  some  of  the  job  arguments,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  us 
losing,  as  I  say,  our  critical  ability  to  say  that  is  a  good 
project,  that  it  is  not  a  bad  project.   We  are  not  out  of  useful 
things  to  do  and,  therefore,  don't  need  to  do  things  which  are 
not  useful. 

Finally,  Park  Plaza  as  proposed  and  as  put  forward 
here  for  approval  represents  a  very,  very  direct  reversal  of 
what  I  think  is  one  of  the  most  unfortunate  things  that  have 
been  done  in  public  policy  here  in  recent  years,  which  is  to 
retard  the  role  of  the  private  automobile  in  the  center  of  the 
city,  rather  than  to  advance  it. 

If  we  are  serious  about  that,  if  we  are  serious 
about  saving  the  city  from  the  private  car  with  all  the  damage 
that  private  cars  do  to  the  center  of  the  city,  then  it's  con- 
ceivable to  me  we  could  go  ahead  and  build  a  plan  with  the  multi- 
thousand-car  parking  facility  that  this  program  calls  for. 
Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Frank.   Are  there  any 
other  persons  who  wish  today  to  speak  on  the  record?   Do  you 
have  a  question  or  do  you  want  to  speak? 

r^lR.  HOLT:   I  would  like  to  speak. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Mr.  Holt.   State  your  name,  sir. 
JOFIN  HOLT 
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Boston  Resident 

MR.  HOLT:   My  name  is  John  Holt;  I 'm  a  teacher  and 
writer;  I  have  lived  in  Boston  at  109  Chestnut  Street  for  a  lit- 
tle over  15  years;  I  rent  space  in  308  Boylston  Street,  which  is 
one  of  the  buildings  that  will  come  down,  if  the  project  is 
built;  I  have  been  a  tenant  there  for  about  five  years. 

I  should  say  it  would  be  a  nuisance  ^to  me  to  have  to 
move,  but  no  more  than  a  nuisance,  it's  not  the  kind  of  disaster 
it  will  be  for  a  lot  of  businesses. 

That  isn't  my  primary  reason  for  opposing  the  pro- 
ject as  strongly  as  I  do.   Let  me,  first,  take  up  the  whole 
question  of  need. 

In  the  testimony  that  we  have  heard  in  support  of  the 
project,  there  has  been  an  implication  that  the  health  of  a  city, 
its  vitalization,  and  so  forth,  depends  on  and  can  be  measured 
by  the  amount  of  high-rise  construction  going  on  in  it.   Well, 
about  that,  I'd  like  to  say  a  couple  of  things. 

In  the  first  place,  I  was  born  in  Manhattan  and  I 
lived  there  until  1952.   And  I  think  we  could  say  that,  if  high- 
rise  office,  hotel,  and  upper-income  apartment  construction 
would  make  a  good  city,  then  New  York  City  ought  to  be  the  best 
city  in  the  world.   And  it  isn't. 

Now,  I'd  like  to  add  to  that  that  the  destructive 
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effects  of  large-scale  construction  in  a  city,  what  is  called 
urban  renewal,  was  set  forth  in  great  detail  by  Jane  Jacobs  as 
far  back  as  1950  or  B51  in  a  book  that  some  of  you  may  know  of 
called,  THE  DEATH  AND  LIFE  OF  GREAT  AMERICAN  CITIES.   And  it 
simply  appalls  me  that  12  years  later  we  go  on  doing  exactly 
what  we  were  doing  as  if  nothing  had  been  learned  from  the  dis- 
asters of,  let  us  say,  Manhattan. 

Further  than  that,  it's  not  at  all  clear  to  me  that 
there  is,  in  fact,  a  need  for  this  much  new  office  construction. 
I  see  an  enormous  building  going  up  downtown  not  yet  completed; 
I  see  the  Hancock  building  going  up.   I  know  that  there  is 
already  a  considerable  amount  of  unrented  office  space  in  the 
area.   On  what  basis  do  we  assume  there  are  tenants  available 
for  all  this  space?   It  doesn't  seem  to  me  that  this  has  been 
clearly  established  at  all. 

Now,  another  point.   I  said  my  primary  reason  for 
concern  about ihis  project  and  for  being  opposed  to  it  was  not 
that  it  would  cause  me  some  personal  nuisance.   I  really  have 
two  reasons  for  being  opposed  to  it.   One  is  as  a  citizen  and 
resident  of  the  city  it  would  seem  to  me  to  do  a  great  deal 
more  to  destroy  the  human,  the  livable  qualities  of  it;  and  the 
other,  my  other  reason  for  opposing  the  project  is  this:   It 
seems  to  me  to  be,  if  not  a  breaking,  a  very  severe  bending  of 
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the  law.   The  more  I  read  about  it,  the  more  I  hear  about  it,  the 
more  questions  I  ask  about  it,  the  more  uncomfortable  —  to  put 
it  mildly  —  I  am  about  what's  happening  here. 

But,  let  me  take,  first  of  all,  this  question  of 
what  the  city  is  like  as  a  place  to  live.   Mr.  Kenney  said  this 
morning  that  he  lived  in  Quincy,  which  is  okay,  and  he  works  at 
City  Hall,  so  I  guess  it  wouldn't  make  a  whole  lot  of  difference 
to  him  whether  there  was  or  was  not  a  40  or  50-story  building  on 
the  corner  of  Arlington  and  Boylston  Streets.   In  most  of  his 
life  he  would  never  see  it;  but,  I  would  walk  by  it,  under  it, 
around  it,  every  day. 

T-'e  talk  about  blighting  influences.   In  the  area  in 
which  I  do  my  work,  make  my  home,  have  a  large  part  of  my  social 
life  and  recreation,  the  Common,  Public  Garden,  Beacon  Hill, 
Back  Bay  area,  the  No.  1  blighting  influence  for  me  is  the  new 
John  Hancock  tower.   Nothing  has  done  as  much.   And  it's  not 
even  built  yet.   VThen  I  don't  know  how  many  thousands  of  people, 
Mr.  Representative  Frank  has  pointed  out,  come  pouring  in  and 
out  of  this  in  the  morning,  at  lunchtime,  and  out  again  in  the 
evening,  I  don't  know  what  it  will  then  do  to  the  area;  but, 
even  unoccupied,  it  has  also  together  destroyed  the  scale  and 
the  feeling  of  Copley  Square. 

Now,  one  may  say.  These  are  sentimental  considerations. 
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I  don't  think  they  are.   I  think  it's  enormously  important  that 
the  people  who  live  in  a  city  love  it.   VJhen  a  city  gets  to  be 
what  New  York  has  become,  more  and  more  a  place  which  nobody  can 
love,  which  nobody  can  think  of  as  home,  it  becomes  impossible. 
It's  not  even  good  for  business  anymore. 

I  asked  Mr.  Kenney  a  question  about  blight  and 
blighting  influences,  and  I'm  grateful  for  his  answer,  but  it 
leaves  me  no  less  concerned  than  I  was  before,  because,  at  one 
moment  we  talk  broader  specifically  about  sagging  floors  or  roofs, 
leaks  in  the  roof,  but  then  the  word  use  'blight'  comes  out,  and 
a  couple  of  passing  references  to  liquor  licenses.   Well,  I  don't 
run  a  liquor  store  and  I  hardly  ever  drink,  so... But,  I  don't 
know  why  somebody  whose  business  happens  to  be  selling  liquor 
—  that  a  lot  of  people  do  drink  —  should  be  discriminated 
against  in  the  property  rights,  as  opposed  to  people  who,  let  us 
say,  run  large  department  stores.   I  get  a  feeling  that  one 
class  of  businessman  is  being  run  out  of  this  area  so  that 
another  presumably  higher  class  can  move  in,  and  I  don't  think 
this  is  legal.   These  guys  are  running  legal  businesses. 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  blighted  areas.   It 
wasn't  very  long  ago  that  I  went  to  a  ballet  at  the  Music  Hall 
Theatre  on  Tremont  Street  and,  because  of  where  I  live,  I  walked 
home  at  night  from  there  down  to  Stuart  Street  and,  you  know. 
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across  Arlington  and  down,  in  other  words,  I  walk  right  through 
the  middle  of  what  this  supposedly  blighted  area  ia.   And  I'll 
tell  you,  I  felt  a  lot  safer  than  I  would  walking  at  that  same 
time  of  night  through,  let  us  say,  the  Prudential  Center  or 
around  the  new  development  of  the  Christian  Science  Church.   You 
wouldn't  catch  me  alone  in  either  one  of  those  places  in  the 
middle  of  the  night  for  anything. 

And  for  reasons  that  Jane  Jacob,  in  her  book,  made 
perfectly  clear.   It  is  streets  and  people  using  the  streets 
that  make  a  city  safe,  not  enormous  buildings  which  are  occupied 
some  of  the  time  and  empty  all  the  rest.   I  didn't  mind  that 
walk  home  from  the  Music  Hall  Theatre.   I  don't  want  to  say  that 
I  don't  think  there  is  plenty  that  could  be  done  to  improve  and 
build  on  that  area.   I  see  all  these  parking  lots  and  I  think. 
Why  not  build  on  empty  spaces  before  we  tear  buildings  down. 

Another  concern  here  has  come  up,  and  Mr.  Kenney's 
answers  have  not  really  satisfied  it  for  me.   He  was  asked  earl- 
ier this  afternoon  a  question  which  I  planned  to  ask  myself, 
namely.  Would  parcels  1,  2,  and  3,  by  themselves,  have  qualified 
for  the  designation  of  blighted,  if  parcels  4  and  5  had  not  been 
attached?   He  said.  Yes,  they  would.   The  question  then  comes  to 
my  mind.  Then  why  attach  parcels  4  and  5,  which  the  developers, 
four  or  five,  as  he  told  us  this  morning,  aren't  interested  in 
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developing  anyway. 

If  parcels  1,  2,  and  3,  could  have  been  declared 
blighted  and  seized  under  eminent  domain  and  developed,  why 
throw  in  four  and  five  at  all?   I'm  not  persuaded  that  his  answer, 
if  truthful,  is  correct;  in  other  words,  I  doubt  very  much  that 
the  power  of  eminent  domain  could  have  been  obtained  to  seize 
the  land,  property,  and  parcels  1,  2,  and  3.   It  would  be  very 
hard  to  convince  me  this  is  so.   I  am  not  at  all  reassured  by  the 
answer  he's  given  us  to  questions  about  taxation. 

He  said,  very  firmly  this  morning,  that  there  wasn't 
going  to  be  any  tax  deal  and,  in  one  sense,  in  a  literal  sense, 
I  thinic,  I'm  perfectly  convinced,  I'rr  convinced  without  any 
question  he  was  telling  the  truth.   Nobody  has  said  to  somebody 
else.  Hey,  you  build  these  buildings;  we  won't  make  you  pay  any 
taxes  or  you  won't  have  to  pay  so-and-so.   But,  it  does  not 
sound  to  me,  on  the  basis  of  what  he  replied  this  afternoon  in 
ansv;er  to  my  question  about  taxes,  I  am  by  no  means  certain  the 
people  who  get  these  new  buildings  are  going  to  be  paying  the 
kind  of  taxes  that  the  people  in  the  dirty  old  blighted  buildings 
were  paying . 

He  said  that  old  buildings  are  paying  taxes  on  the 
basis  of  cash  value  and  new  buildings  on  the  basis  of  income. 
Well, -this  means  —  this  is  disturbing  —  what  this  means  is 
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that,  if  these  new  buildings  get  built,  and  if  it  turns  out  that 
there  is  not  as  much  need  for  them  as  was  anticipated,  and  if 
they  don't,  in  fact,  make  a  lot  of  money,  and  our  tax  on  income, 
which  was  much  lower  than  what  was  expected,  or  maybe  no  income 
at  all,  if  they  don't  make  a  profit,  then  all  the  goodies  which 
the  city  was  supposed  to  get  out  of  this  project  in  the  way  of 
increased  taxes  aren't  going  to  show  up  at  all;  and  it  may  be, 
in  other  words,  that,  if  these  buildings  are  unprofitable,  that 
the  owners  of  them  will,  in  effect,  be  paying  no  taxes.   The 
owner  of  an  old  building  does  not  get  out  of  paying  taxes  by 
saying  he's  not  making  a  profit.   He  pays  his  taxes  before  he 
finds  out  whether  he  makes  a  profit  or  not. 

So,  I  am  not  at  all  reassured.   I  think  I  doubt  if 
there's  a  need  for  this.   1  think  this  will  do  immense  damage 
to  the  city  from  an  aesthetic  point  of  view  and  I  think,  if  this 
project  goes  through,  it  will  be  by  the  grace  of  what  I  can  only 
call  a  lot  of  manipulation  of  the  law. 

Mind  you,  this  may  very  well  be  some  kind  of  a 
majority  of  the  people  of  the  City  of  Boston  or  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts who  want  this  kind  of  project  built;  but,  in  that  case, 
there  would  be  no  need  for  the  kind  of  operations  and  finaglings 
that  were  brought  out  in  Councillor  lannella's  testimony.   So, 
if  this  thing  has  to  be  done,  let  it  be  done  above  boards,  my 
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feeling  would  be.   That  concludes  my  testimony. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Holt.   Is  there  anyone 
else  who  wishes  to  testify  today  before  we  adjourn?   The  gentle- 
man in  the  rear. 

REV.  ROBERT  CASE 

Teacher,  Graduate  School, 
Northeastern  University 

REV.  CASE:   My  name  is  Robert  Case;  I'm  a  Catholic 
priest  and  I  am  a  teacher  in  the  Graduate  School  at  Northeastern 
University.   I  teach  mathematical  logic  there.   Most  of  my  con- 
tact is  with  students  coming  through  the  University  scene. 

I  hadn't  intended  to  testify  today,  except  that  the 
last  two  witnesses,  Barney  Frank  and  Mr.  Holt,  were  so  much  in 
keeping  with  the  feelings  that  I  have  had  in  contact  with  younger 
people  in  the  schools  that  I  felt  I  should  say  a  few  words  on 
that  matter,  and  that  is,  that  I  think  we  are  coming  to  the  end 
of  one  kind  of  planning  for  cities  and  that  we  are  going  to  be 
coming  to  the  beginning  of  a  new  kind,  and  that  most  of  the 
students  are  on  to  this  and,  unfortunately,  the  planners  and 
the  people  who  are  doing  the  planning  in  the  cities  nov;  do  not 
understand  some  of  the  features  that  have  been  brought  up. 

In  the  general  structure  of  the  plan  for  Boston  for 
the  next  10  years,  which  is  appended  to  the  Park  Plaza  proposal 
in  the  environmental  impact  statements,  there  are  four  basic 
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needs  which  are  cited  as  being  especially  important  in  the  City 
of  Boston.   To  revitalize  the  neighborhoods;  to  renew  education 
within  the  City  of  Boston;  to  give  a  great  deal  of  attention  to 
manpower  training  for  the  City  of  Boston;  and,  to  improve  the 
public  facilities  of  Boston. 

I  think  we  all  agree  that  these  four  goals  are  tre- 
mendously important.   And  I  was  struck  by  the  fact  that  Park 
Plaza  doesn't  respond  to  any  of  these  four  basic  needs  which  are 
cited  by  people  in  fact  writing  environmental  impact  proposals. 

The  opposition  that  I  have  to  Park  Plaza  is  kind  of 
from  an  ethical  standpoint;  that  most  of  what  Mr.  Zuckerman  has 
talked  about  is  applicable  to  well-kept  race  horses  as  it  is 
to  human  beings.   In  other  words,  the  luxury  character,  the 
high-fashion  stores,  the  walkways,  and  so  forth  are  all  things 
which  do  not  have  to  do  specifically  with  the  human  historical 
character  of  Boston  and  the  needs  of  the  residents  of  Boston  as 
human  beings. 

I  think  it's  a  very,  very  strong  objection  that  can 
be  made  against  that  particular  plan.   The  only  thing  that  seems 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  of  Boston  in  that  statement  that 
has  been  written  by  the  B.R.A.  is  the  fact  that  the  income  of 
people  of  Boston  has  lagged  behind  the  general  income  of  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  of  Boston  pretty  strongly.   And  it  was 
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really  curious  to  me  to  see  that.   It  seems  as  though  the  remedy 
to  that  situation  is  to  reintroduce  into  the  City  of  Boston 
people  who  are  making  a  great  deal  more  money;  in  other  words, 
people  who  are  interested  in  living  in  Boston,  who  have  a  lot 
more  money,  will  be  attracted  to  Park  Plaza.   So,  if  we  put  more 
people  from  outside  into  Boston,  that  is  going  to  raise  the 
average  income  of  Bostonians.   That's  a  really  fallacious  argu- 
ment, I  think. 

And  I  just  want  to  add,  in  connection  with  income 
taxation  questions,  I  was  really  intrigued  by  Mr.  Kenney's  sug- 
gestion that  corporation  income  is  not  subject  to  public  scrutiny. 
I  am  just  wondering  if,  a  few  years  from  now,  the  good  woman  in 
the  back  will  be  concerned  about  finding  out  how  much  Park  Plaza 
is  doing  in  terms  of  taxation,  and  we  won't  be  able  to  find  out. 
We  won't  be  able  to  find  out. 

Mr.  Zuckerman's  own  students,  I  think,  are  aware  of 
a  different  kind  —  He  teaches  in  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of 
Design  —  are  aware  of  some  of  the  realities  of  urban  planning 
that  here  espouses  and  which,  again,  as  the  gentleman  from  the 
Back  Bay  Association  said,  we  can't  blame  him  for.   A  developer 
has  certain  motivations.   The  only  ones  that  we  can  blame  are 
public  agencies  that  are  supposed  to  control  the  public  motiva- 
tions of  an  individual,  developers,  and  large  institutions. 
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So,  I  think  that,  in  all  candor,  the  kind  of  devel- 
opment that  Park  Plaza  is  catering  to  is  a  continuation  along  a 
road  that  leads  to,  I  think,  the  more  death-affirming  aspects  of 
public  life,  and  I  think  Mr.  Frank  was  really  right  with  his 
description  of  capacities  and  resources  and  human  potential,  and 
that  I  think  that,  if  you  want  to  talk  about  private  life  of  the 
American  citizen,  where  the  private  life  is  followed,  you  know, 
to  the  enth  degree,  in  terms  of  his  luxury  apartment ,  in  terms 
of  his  automobile,  in  terms  of,  you  know,  his  particular  place 
where  he  lives  as  an  individual  person,  you  know,  apart  from  any 
possibility  of  leading  a  public  life  in  society  with  other 
people,  then  I  think  we  set  in  Park  Plaza  more  than  anything  else, 
and  I  really  am  terrifically  opposed  to  this  particular  project 
on  those  grounds. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.  Father.   Is  there  any  other 
person  who  wishes  to  testify  at  this  hearing  today  before  we 
close  up?   The  Bartevian  girl.   We  would  like  to  have  your  name 
for  the  record. 

PRISCILLA  BARTEVIAN 
Bartevian,  Incorporated 

MS.  BARTEVIAN:   Priscilla  Bartevian;  I  represent 
Bartevian,  Incorporated.   V7e're  located  now  at  160  Boylston 
Street,  which  used  to  be  the  Baldwin  Building,  Piano  Row,  Music  , 
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Row.   We're  facing  the  central  burial  grounds  on  the  Common.   We 
have  a  lovely  view  of  the  Common  there,  especially  at  Christmas 
when  there  was  a  light  snowfall  and  they  had  draped  one  of  the 
large  trees  there  with  blue  lights.   We  have  a  large  picture 
window  in  our  building;  the  whole  front  of  the  building  is  a 
window,  and  we  look  directly  onto  this  beautiful  park  with  these 
lovely  lights.   I  can  see  why  that's  a  very  attractive  location. 

I  really  feel,  as  Mr.  Holt  feels,  and  there  were 
other  speakers,  and  I  think  everything  said  here  tonight  was 
really  very  valid  and  does  apply  to  the  whole  city  and  not  only 
to  the  Park  Plaza  area. 

But,  I  think  the  issue  here  tonight,  after  hearing 
all  of  this,  really  boils  down  to  that  very  valuable  section  of 
land  between  the  57  complex  and  the  park,  all  those  buildings 
bordering  the  park,  that's  very  valuable  land,  regardless  of 
anything  that  anybody  said  on  any  other  account.   And  it  will 
be  developed.   But,  the  question,  once  again,  is,  Vfho   will 
develop  it  and  how  will  it  be  developed?   It  needs  to  be 
developed;  it  needs  to  be  revitalized.   It  has  been  run  down. 
And  I  think  the  only  blight  in  the  area,  other  than  what  blight 
is  all  of  Boston,  is  the  shadow  of  the  Park  Plaza  issue  itself. 

As  it  has  been  brought  out  also  very  well  here,  that 
any  area  under  such  consideration  is  going  to  be  sort  of  off 
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limits  to  anyone  wanting  to  buy,  develop,  or  even  rent  property 
in  this  area  until  a  decision  is  reached.   So,  all  I  think  the 
issue  here  in  this  meeting,  if  you  can  come  to  sort  of  a  decis- 
ion by  Friday,  will  be  whether  or  not  Park  Plaza  should  be  con- 
sidered as  a  part  of  the  city  development;  or,  if  not,  of  course, 
then  the  whole  thing  will  be  up  to  the  residents  of  the  area. 
If  it  is  considered,  I  think  that  we  should  have  some  kind  of  a 
confirmation  for  the  people,  in  the  area. 

I  would  like  to  cite  my  own  small  experience.   It's 
just  one  of  the  experiences  that's  going  on  for  all  these  people 
that  you  have  heard  previously  in  that  area.   Now,  as  I  say,  I 
represent  Bartevian,  Incorporated.   We  are  an  antique  shop,  a 
small  business.   We  were  located  on  Charles  Street  when  my 
father  first  established  the  business  in  1910;  then  he  moved  up 
to  Boylston  Street,  480,  which  was  the  George  White  Fund,  and 
that  was  taken  down  and  the  new  building  built,  so  we  moved  it 
down  one  block  to  385,  belonging  to  Berenson,  and  that  was  taken 
down  because  of  the  Vendome  fire.   That  building  was  considered 
substandard  because  of  some  very  great  faults  in  the  building 
itself,  some  cracks  in  the  front  and  the  back;  and  I  agree,  it 
was  a  very,  very  dangerous  building.   So,  we  were  given  one  week's 
notice  by  the  city  to  move  out  of  that  building  after  the  Vendome 
fire.   And  we  looked  all  around  the  city;  we  tried  to.   At  that 
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time,  we  had  been  there  quite  a  while  and  we  were  favored  with 
low  rent.   We're  a  small  business  and  we  can't  afford  a  high  rent, 
And  we  discovered  that  all  the  first  floor  areas  on  Boylston 
Street  were  renting  at  $12  a  square  foot.   Well,  you  know,  if 
you  add  that  up  and  you  take  any  amount  of  footage,  you'll  be 
paying  anyv;here  from  $2,000  to  $4,000  a  month  for  that  space. 
Our  business  just  doesn't  warrant  that  kind  of  money. 

Also,  you'll  find  that  most  of  those  buildings  on 
Boylston  Street  were,  if  not  condemned,  in  such  condition  that 
there  were  very  few  rentals  above  the  second  floor.   Most  of 
those  buildings  are  empty.   As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  you  go  and 
look  around,  as  we  did,  I  think  you  will  find  that.   Also,  they 
want  very  high  rents  for  what  is  a  very  depressed  property, 
something  you  would  have  to  spend  a  fortune  on  to  fix  up  so  you 
could  do  business.   No  elevators;  no  improvements.   Mostly  owned 
by  absentee  landlords  who  were  speculating  in  the  area,  because 
they  knov;,  from  all  this  going  on  now  about  20  years,  people 
with  their  nose  to  the  ground,  would  have  seen  what  was  coming 
both  by  the  buildings  there  and  waiting  for  it  to  develop. 

So,  we  had  one  week  to  move,  and  the  only  place  we 
could  find  was  a  place  in  the  Park  Square  development;  because 
of  the  depressing  effect  of  the  Park  Square  development  itself, 
there  have  been  no  persons  in  that  area  since  Park  Square 
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development  started.   There  have  been  very  few  rentals.   The 
people  in  the  area,  the  landowners,  that  is,  the  building  owners, 
are  suffering  very  much  in  trying  to  pay  their  taxes,  which  are 
high  in  proportion  to  the  fact  the  buildings  are  overpriced. 

So,  I'd  like  to  say  that  those  buildings  should  be 
fairly  revalued  for  their  value  according  to  this  depressing 
effect.   It's  not  the  value  of  the  building,  because  the  building 
now  has  no  value.   No  value.   If  there's  no  buyer.   Right? 

We  were  able  to  buy  a  building  that  was  valued  by  our 
insurance  company  at  two  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars.   Com- 
parable buildings  facing  the  park  —  this  is  facing  the  park, 
remember,  and  that  m.akes  it  very  valuable  —  comparable  buildings 
facing  the  park  leased  and  owned  by  Saunders  Associates  and  other 
real  estate  owners,  agencies,  were  valuing  such  property  from 
two  hundred  fifty  to  three  hundred  dollars  per  building.   Those 
buildings  were  not  anywhere  in  the  condition  of  this  Baldwin 
Building.   Baldwin  really  spent  a  lot  of  money. 

For  instance,  we  have  a  beautiful  $50,000  elevator, 
brand-new  elevator,  as  big  as  a  house,  for  moving  pianos  in  that 
building.   So,  the  building  cannot  be  worth  only  $100,000;  and 
yet,  we  were  perfectly  capable  of  offering  Baldwin  $100,000. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  bought  it  for  a  hundred  forty;  we  could 
have  bought  it  for  a  hundred  thousand.   Simply  because  Baldwin 
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wanted  to  get  out  from  under  and  didn't  want  to  have  to  deal  with 
the  city,  didn't  want  to  have  to  drag  it  on  15  years  or  whatever 
it  maybe,  the  results  of  this  Park  Plaza  thing. 

Now,  we  have  many,  many  cases  of  this.   Ace's  Record- 
ing is  not  here  today.   Many  other  people  who  own  their  build- 
ings, they'd  just  like  to  get  out  from  under  or  will  have  to 
settle  it  one  way  or  the  other.   They're  not  going  to  be  able  to 
afford  the  taxes  carrying  these  buildings  as  they  are.   We  pos- 
sibly won't  be  able  to  carry  our  building  without  tenants.   You 
can't  get  tenants.   If  we  could  get  tenants,  we  could  make  some 
$40,000  a  year,  which  would  comfortably  take  care  of  taxes  which, 
this  year,  were  $20,000. 

Of  course,  we  expect  them  to  be  more  next  year.   We 
can't  get  tenants  to  carry  it,  which  means  our  little  business 
has  to  carry  it.   We  can't  sell  the  building  because  there  are 
no  buyers.   You  can't  get  a  mortgage;  no  bank  will  give  a  mort- 
gage on  Park  Plaza  property,  no  matter  what  it  is.   I  don't  care 
how  good  it  is,  they  won't  give  a  mortgage,  because  banks  don't 
want  to  get  involved.   So,  my  father  invested  all  his  securities, 
everything  he  had  for  his  life  savings.   My  father  is  92.   Maybe 
some  of  you  saw  him  come  in  this  morning;  he  walks  with  a  cane. 
He  has  arthritis,  but  he's  a  very  vigorous  man  at  92  and  certainly 
not  out  of  fight.   And  this  would  be  a  very  great  blow  to  him. 
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if  he  lost  all  his  life  savings  and  the  building  and  business, 
which  is  the  only  thing  that  we  can  look  forward  to  at  the  moment, 
if  there's  no  settlement,  in  other  words,  if  he  continues  and 
continues  and  continues  this  hassle,  to  use  a  modern  term,  so 
that  the  area,  there's  nothing  done  one  way  or  the  other,  no 
tenants  are  possible,  the  B.R.A.  doesn't  buy  the  building,  that 
means  that  we  just  have  to  continue  in  this  situation  of  limbo 
as  it  is  for  as  long  as  we  can  and  lose  our  property. 

There  are  many  people  around  there  that  feel  the 
same  way.   They  would  love  to  get  out  or  do  something,  but  they 
can't  do  anything;'  they  can  only  sit  there  and  wait. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  am  going  to  rem.ind  the  witness  that, 
although  we  try  to  be  very  lenient  in  your  narrative  accounts  of 
your  personal  situation,  in  the  interest  of  time  we  allow  you  to 
summarize  your  statements  or  ask  any  questions  about  the  plan  as 
it  has  been  submitted.   And  I  say  that  in  all  respect  to  your 
right  to  free  speech,  but  we  all  could  go  to  great  extents,  all 
property  owners. 

MS.  BARTEVIAN:   Let  me  just  say  this:   When  we 
bought  the  building,  we  were  advised  by  the  B.R.A.  not  to  buy 
it  because  they  were  continuing  to  have  some  claims  in  the  area, 
but  then  we  called  the  Commissioner's  office  and  the  Governor's 
office  and  also  newspapers  were  carrying  the  story  that  the  Park 
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Plaza  issue  was  dead.   This  was  right  after  the  last  meeting,  and 
it  was  determined  that  it  was  dead  and  it  was  okay  to  go  ahead. 
So,  we  went  ahead  and  we  gave  out  to  all  the  real  estate  agents 
in  the  area  the  rental,  and  they  came  back  with  tenants,  marvel- 
ous tenants,  banks,  people  who  would  take  20.-year  leases,  you 
know,  everything,  and  then  they  said,  but,  the  Park  Plaza  issue 
is  not  dead,  and  so  none  of  them  would  take  it. 

So,  now,  whatever  does  come  of  this  issue,  could  we, 
first  of  all,  determine  the  amount  of  time,  if  Park  Plaza  does 
go  through,  could  we  determine  the  amount  of  time  before  a  cer- 
tain area  is  developed;  and  then,  could  that  be  published  so 
tenants  will  come  in?   In  other  words,  not  say  that,  well,  maybe 
tomorrow  we  will  take  your  building,  or  maybe  next  year,  or 
maybe  in  15  years  v/e  will  take  the  building.   That  will  kill  the 
people  in  the  area,  the  little  people. 

Could  we  do  something  like  that,  make  some  definite 
statement  as  to  what  will  be  done  and  when  it  will  be  done? 
Otherwise,  I  don't  know  why  it  hasn't  been  mentioned  before. 
There  is  an  association  here,  and  I  don't  know  how  many  of  you 
know  about  it,  the  Park  Square  Improvement  Association,  and  I 
think  you  will  be  hearing  about  it  on  Thursday,  those  are  the 
people  in  Park  Square  who  want  to  organize,  who  want  to  organize 
and  develop  their  own  area.   Their  plans.   We  have  plans.   Our 
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buildings  need  a  little  remodeling.   We  will  do  it  ourselves;  so 
will  everybody  else,  because  they'll  have  to,  to  bring  back  the 
business  in  that  area.   That  area  has  gone  downhill  so  much. 

So,  all  I  want  to  say  is  that,  for  the  record,  either 
let  us  take  away  the  shadow  of  Park  Plaza  so  we  can  do  business, 
we  can  get  tenants;  or  else,  let  us  know  exactly  how  long  we  have 
so  that  we  can  again  reassure  tenants  how  long  they  have.   Thank 
you . 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 
Before  we  adjourn,  is  there  anyone  else  who  wants  to  go  on  record 
today?  (No  response.) 

If  not,  I  will  remind  you  that  this  hearing  is  merely 
recessed  until  Thursday  morning  at  10:00  a.m.,  and  we  will  con- 
tinue from  then  until  4:30.   We  will  break  for  a  lunch,  with  the 
night  session  scheduled  at  7:00  p.m.  for  the  benefit  of  citizens 
who  can't  make  the  daily  ones. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  to  the  first 
day  of  the  hearings. 

(VJhereupon,  the  hearing  was  in 
recess  for  the  day.) 
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